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A DEFENDANT, TAKEN ON BEHALF OF THE 
PLAINTIFF, AT 1821 WILSH1RE BOULEVARD, 
SUITE 210, SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 
90403, COMMENCING AT 10:20 A.M., 
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GERALD DAVID ARMSTRONG, 

A DEFENDANT HEREIN, HAVING BEEN FIRST DULY SWORN, DEPOSED AND 
TESTIFIED AS FOLLOWS: 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KOHLWECK: 

Q WOULD YOU STATE YOUR NAME FOR THE RECORD, PLEASE. 

A GERALD DAVID ARMSTRONG. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: BEFORE WE BEGIN, I WOULD LIKE TO ASK ON 
THE RECORD WHO MR. HELLER REPRESENTS, SINCE I HAD NO IDEA MR. 
HELLER WAS GOING TO BE PRESENT AND HAVE NEVER RECEIVED AN 
ASSOCIATION OF ATTORNEYS INDICATING THAT MR. HELLER WAS INVOLVED 
IN THIS LITIGATION AT ALL. 

MR. HELLER: I AM REPRESENTING THE PLAINTIFF. MY FIRM IS 
LENSKE, LENSKE, HELLER £ MAGASIN. BEFORE THE DEPOSITION 
COMMENCED, I HAD IDENTIFIED MYSELF TO THE COURT REPORTER. I 
WILL NOW STATE ON THE RECORD THAT I AM ASSOCIATING IN FOR THE 
PLAINTIFF. I ASKED MR. KOHLWECK IF HE HAD SENT THE FORMAL 
NOTICE OF ASSOCIATION, AND HE ADVISED ME THAT HE HASN'T. HE 
SAYS THAT HE WILL DO THAT EITHER TODAY OR TOMORROW. IF IT IS 

i 

* 

NOT DONE, MY FIRM WILL DO SO. ! 

MR. KOHLWECK: WE WILL SERVE YOU WITH A NOTICE OF 
ASSOCIATION TODAY. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: DO YOU HAVE A COPY RIGHT NOW? 

MR. KOHLWECK: NO. BUT IT WILL BE DONE TODAY. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I WILL OBJECT TO YOUR ASKING ANY 
QUESTIONS. MY UNDERSTANDING WAS MR. KOHLWECK WAS GOING TO TAKE 
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THE DEPOSITION TODAY. 

MR. KOHLWECK: I WILL STATE FOR THE RECORD THAT MR. HELLER 
IS HERE OBSERVING THE DEPOSITION AND WILL NOT BE PARTICIPATING 
IN TODAY'S DEPOSITION; HOWEVER, THAT MAY CHANGE AT A LATER DATE. 

MR. HELLER: SUFFICE IT TO SAY THAT IF MR. KOHLWECK IS 
CALLED OUT TOMORROW, SINCE THIS DEPOSITION WILL BE A MULTIDAY 
DEPOSITION, I WILL THEN TAKE OVER FOR HIM. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: FINE. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, HAVE YOU EVER HAD 

YOUR DEPOSITION TAKEN BEFORE? 

A NO. 

Q . HAVE YOU HAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO DISCUSS WITH YOUR 
COUNSEL THE GENERAL PROCEDURE WE WILL BE USING TODAY? 

A YES. 

Q FOR THE RECORD, THEN, LET ME KIND OF WALK THROUGH 

IT. 

THE PERSON TO YOUR LEFT IS A COURT REPORTER. HE IS 
TAKING A VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT OF EVERYTHING SAID TODAY. UPON 
COMPLETION OF THE DEPOSITION, IT WILL BE REDUCED INTO WRITING 
AND PUT IN A FORM OF A SMALL BOOKLET. IT WILL BE BOUND WITH 
EACH DAY’S PROCEEDINGS. WHEN THE DEPOSITION IS CONCLUDED, YOU 
WILL HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO REVIEW THAT TRANSCRIPT, MAKE ANY 
CHANGES THAT YOU DESIRE, AND THEN WE WILL ASK THAT YOU EXECUTE 
THAT TRANSCRIPT. NOW, I SHOULD POINT OUT TO YOU -- 

A WHAT DO YOU MEAN "EXECUTE"? 

Q SIGN EITHER UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY OR UNDER OATH 

BEFORE A NOTARY. 

NOW, I SHOULD POINT OUT TO YOU IT IS IMPORTANT AS 
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WE GO THROUGH THIS PROCEEDING TODAY THAT YOU TRY TO CLEARLY 


UNDERSTAND MY QUESTIONS. IF YOU DON'T UNDERSTAND A QUESTION, 

ASK ME TO REPEAT IT. I AM GOING TO MAKE THE ASSUMPTION, IF YOU 
ANSWER THE QUESTION, THAT YOU FULLY UNDERSTOOD THE QUESTION. 

AND THE REASON THIS IS IMPORTANT, IF YOU SUBSEQUENTLY MAKE ANY 
CHANGE TO THE DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT, I OR ANY OTHER ATTORNEY ON 
THIS CASE CAN MAKE COMMENTS ABOUT THOSE CHANGES AT THE TIME OF 
TRIAL OR AT CERTAIN MAJOR MOTIONS. SO I ASK THAT YOU PAY 
ATTENTION TO THE QUESTIONS. IF THERE IS ANY AMBIGUITY OR 
DIFFICULTY, ASK ME TO REPHRASE THEM OR ASK TO GO OFF THE RECORD 
AND CONFER WITH YOUR COUNSEL. I WILL ASSUME IF YOU GIVE AN 
ANSWER THAT YOU UNDERSTOOD THE QUESTION. 

DO WE HAVE A BARGAIN ON THAT? 

A YEAH. 

Q NOW, THE PURPOSE OF TODAY'S DEPOSITION IS NOT TO 

TRICK OR MISLEAD YOU IN ANY WAY; IT IS TO DISCOVER INFORMATION. 
SO, ONCE AGAIN, IF YOU DON'T UNDERSTAND THE QUESTION OR YOU FEEL 
IT IS CONFUSING OR AN UNFAIR QUESTION, PLEASE SIMPLY STATE SO, 
AND I WILL TRY TO RE-FORM THE QUESTION SO IT IS MORE CLEAR TO 
YOU. 

ANOTHER AREA THAT I MIGHT POINT OUT TO YOU, 
OCCASIONALLY I WILL ASK YOU A QUESTION THAT CALLS FOR A YES-OR- 
NO ANSWER. IF I DO SO, I WILL ASK THAT YOU FIRST ANSWER WITH 
THE "YES" OR "NO." THEN IF YOU WISH TO EXPLAIN YOUR ANSWER AT 
A LATER TIME, YOUR COUNSEL, DURING DIRECT EXAMINATION, WILL 
HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO ALLOW YOU TO FURTHER EXPLAIN ANY ANSWER 
THAT YOU WISH TO ADD TO THE YES-OR-NO ANSWER THAT YOU HAD 


PREVIOUSLY GIVEN. 
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A 

HERE? DURING THIS DEPOSITION? 

Q 

HERE, DURING THIS DEPOSITION. BUT THAT WON'T BE 


UNTIL I CONCLUDE MY QUESTIONING. I WILL THEN TURN THE 
DEPOSITION OVER TO YOUR COUNSEL, AND SHE WILL HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY 
TO ASK YOU ANY QUESTIONS SHE DESIRES AT THAT POINT. 



ONE LAST SUGGESTION: THE COURT REPORTER HERE HAS 

THE MOST 

1 

DIFFICULT JOB IN THE ROOM, BECAUSE HE CAN ONLY TAKE 

DOWN ONE 

I 

OF US AT A TIME. SO I WILL TRY MY BEST NOT TO INTER¬ 

RUPT ANY 

ANSWER YOU ARE GIVING, AND, IN TURN, I WOULD ASK THAT 


YOU LET ME FINISH ANY QUESTION I AM IN THE MIDDLE OF, AND THAT 
WAY THE TWO OF US WILL NOT BE TALKING AT THE SAME TIME. IT 


MAKES IT 

VERY DIFFICULT FOR THE COURT REPORTER. 

DO WE HAVE AN UNDERSTANDING THERE? 

A 

YEAH. 

Q 

ARE THERE ANY MATTERS YOU WOULD LIKE TO GO INTO 


BEFORE WE START THE DEPOSITION? ANY QUESTIONS THAT YOU MIGHT 
HAVE? 


A 

I DON'T THINK I HAVE ANY. 

Q 

IS THERE ANY REASON WHY YOUR DEPOSITION SHOULDN'T 

BE TAKEN 

TODAY? ARE YOU UNDER MEDICATION OR UNDER THE INFLUENCE 


OF AN ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE THAT YOU HAVE TAKEN WITHIN THE LAST 
24 HOURS? 

A NO. 

MR. KOHLWECK: I AM GOING TO MARK THIS DOCUMENT AS 
PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT NO. 1. 

HERE IS A COPY FOR YOU, COUNSEL. 

THIS IS A NOTICE OF DEPOSITION AND NOTICE TO PRODUCE 
BOOKS, DOCUMENTS AND OTHER TANGIBLE THINGS AT DEPOSITION. 
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(THE AFOREMENTIONED NOTICE OF DEPOSITION AND 
NOTICE TO PRODUCE BOOKS, DOCUMENTS AND OTHER 
TANGIBLE THINGS AT DEPOSITION WAS MARKED BY 
THE REPORTER AS PLAINTIFF’S EXHIBIT NO. 1 (A-E) 

FOR IDENTIFICATION AND IS ATTACHED HERETO.) 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, 1 AM GOING TO ASK 

THAT YOU TAKE A LOOK AT THIS. 

HAVE YOU SEEN THIS DOCUMENT BEFORE? 

A NO. 

Q HAS YOUR COUNSEL DISCUSSED THIS DOCUMENT WITH YOU? 

MS. DRAGOJEV1C: WHICH DOCUMENT ARE YOU REFERRING TO, 
COUNSEL? 

MR. KOHLWECK: THE NOTICE OF DEPOSITION AND NOTICE TO 
PRODUCE BOOKS, DOCUMENTS AND OTHER TANGIBLE THINGS AT DEPOSITION 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: WELL, OBVIOUSLY HE KNEW HIS DEPOSITION 
WAS NOTICED. IF YOU ARE REFERRING NOW TO THE REQUEST FOR 
DOCUMENTS, HE HAS NOT SEEN THIS SPECIFIC DOCUMENT. 

MR. KOHLWECK: MY QUESTION WAS: HAS COUNSEL DISCUSSED 
THIS WITH HIM, NOT WHETHER HE'S SEEN IT. 

THE WITNESS: YEAH. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: YES, WE HAVE DISCUSSED IT. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: TURNING TO PAGE 2, "NOTES TO 

ITEMS REQUESTED," COULD WE TAKE A FEW MINUTES FOR YOU TO READ 
THROUGH THIS PORTION, MR. ARMSTRONG, PLEASE. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I DON’T THINK THERE’S GOING TO BE ANY 
NEED FOR HIM TO READ THROUGH THIS, SINCE WE HAVE NOT BROUGHT 
ANY ITEMS REQUESTED IN THIS NOTICE TO PRODUCE. WE FEEL WE 
HAVE HAD INSUFFICIENT TIME TO PRODUCE ANY OF THE DOCUMENTS 
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REQUESTED IN THIS NOTICE; AND SINCE YOU HAVE SERVED US WITH AN 
IDENTICAL, DUPLICATE REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION, WE HAVE CHOSEN TO 
RESPOND TO THAT REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION INSTEAD. 

MR. KOHLWECK: THAT IS FINE, COUNSEL, BUT I WOULD LIKE 
HIM TO TAKE THE TIME TO READ THROUGH THIS NOTICE. AFTER HE HAS 
DONE SO, I WILL ASK HIM QUESTIONS ABOUT THESE ITEMS. 

MR. HELLER: MS. DRAGOJEVIC, HAVE YOU GIVEN ANY FORMAL 
NOTICE AS TO YOUR OBJECTION TO THIS NOTICE TO PRODUCE FOR 
TODAY'S DEPOSITION? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: NO, I HAVE NOT. 

MR. HELLER: OBVIOUSLY, THIS IS MR. KOHLWECK'S DEPOSITION, 
BUT IT WOULD SEEM TO ME THAT MR. KOHLWECK WOULD HAVE WANTED TO 
USE THOSE DOCUMENTS FOR THIS DEPOSITION. THAT IS WHY I INQUIRED 
AS TO WHETHER THERE HAD BEEN SOME FORMAL NOTICE GIVEN THAT YOU 
WOULD NOT PRODUCE THESE DOCUMENTS TODAY. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: NO, THERE WAS NOT. BUT WE HAD INSUFFI¬ 
CIENT TIME TO PRODUCE THESE DOCUMENTS. I WILL OBJECT ON THAT 
BASIS. WE WILL RESPOND TO THE FORMER DOCUMENT SERVED ON US, 
WHICH IS A DUPLICATE OF THIS NOTICE TO PRODUCE, AFTER WE HAVE 
HAD SUFFICIENT TIME. 

MR. KOHLWECK: YOUR OBJECTION IS NOTED, COUNSEL. 

| 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: HAVE YOU READ THE -- ' ! 

A NO. 

(TI ME LAPSE.) 

I READ THIS. I MAY WANT TO REFER TO IT LATER, 

BUT I READ IT 

Q PLEASE REFER TO IT AT THIS TIME. 

TURNING TO PAGE 3, WHERE IT SAYS, "ITEMS REQUESTED," 
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STARTING ON LINE 14, PARAGRAPH 3, WHERE IT SAYS, ,f ANY AND ALL 
LETTERS, MEMORANDA, NOTES, RECORDS, H AND SO FORTH -- 

HAVE YOU FOUND THAT REFERENCE? 

A ITEM 3? 

Q IT IS ON PAGE 3, LINE 14. 

A YES. 

Q DO YOU HAVE IN YOUR POSSESSION ANY LETTERS, MEMO- 

■ 

RANDA, NOTES, RECORDS, DIARIES, CALENDARS, REPORTS, PAPERS, 
DOCUMENTS, AND OTHER WRITTEN MATTER, AND ANY DRAFTS OR REVISIONS 
THEREOF WHICH WERE FORMERLY PART OF THE ARCHIVES PROJECT? 

A NO. ! 

I 

Q I AM USING "POSSESSION" TO MEAN NOT ONLY PHYSICALLY 

PRESENT TODAY BUT AT THE PLACE WHERE YOU WORK, AT YOUR HOME, 

OR IN THE POSSESSION OF A CLOSE FRIEND, RELATIVE, AGENT, 
ATTORNEY, WHATEVER. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I AM GOING TO OBJECT TO THE QUESTION 
AND INSTRUCT THE WITNESS NOT TO ANSWER ON THE GROUNDS THAT WE 
HAVE NOT HAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO RESPOND TO THIS; FURTHER, IT IS 
THE SAME, A DUPLICATION AS INDICATED IN THE REQUEST FOR 
PRODUCTION. I DON'T BELIEVE THAT MR. ARMSTRONG SHOULD HAVE TO 
ANSWER THE QUESTION, SINCE WE SHOULD HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO 
RESPOND BY WAY OF OBJECTION OR OTHERWISE TO THE REQUEST FOR 
PRODUCTION. I AM GOING TO INSTRUCT HIM NOT TO ANSWER THE 
QUESTION. 

MR. KOHLWECK: COUNSEL, YOU ARE SAYING, THEN, THAT I 
HAVE NO RIGHT TO ASK HIM IF HE HAS ANY PAPERS THAT WERE IN THE 
ARCHIVES PROJECT OR COPIES THEREOF? IS THAT YOUR OBJECTION? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: YOU HAVE ALREADY ASKED HIM, AND HE 
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ANSWERED. 

MR. HELLER: I THINK THE QUESTION WAS REASKED "IN HIS 
POSSESSION." AND THEN "POSSESSION" WAS DEFINED AS BEING IN 
HIS HOUSE, GIVEN TO HIS ATTORNEYS. THAT IS A DIFFERENT 
QUESTION. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: FINE. THEN I MAY HAVE A DIFFERENT 
OBJECTION BASED ON ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: FINE. LET’S GO THROUGH THAT. 

MR. ARMSTRONG, HAVE YOU PROVIDED ANY PAPERS OF THE 
TYPE LISTED ON LINE 14 AND FOLLOWING ON THIS DOCUMENT, EXHIBIT 
1? HAVE YOU GIVEN ANY SUCH PAPERS TO YOUR ATTORNEY? 

A YES. 

NOW, WE ARE LOOKING AT PAGE 3, LINE 14? THAT SAME 

THING? 

Q YES. 

WHAT PAPERS ARE THOSE? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OBJECTION; ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE. 

I AM GOING TO INSTRUCT THE WITNESS NOT TO ANSWER. 

MR. KOHLWECK: UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
THE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE WOULD NOT COVER DOCUMENTS NOT 
AUTHORED BY A PARTY. AND WE ARE TALKING ABOUT DOCUMENTS THAT 
WERE OBTAINED BEFORE YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH HIM. 

Q I AM GOING TO ASK THE QUESTION ONE MORE TIME. 

WHAT PAPERS DO YOU HAVE THAT WERE FORMERLY PART OF 
THE ARCHIVES PROJECT? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OBJECTION; ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE. 
INSTRUCT HIM NOT TO ANSWER. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: HAVE YOU GIVEN YOUR ATTORNEY 
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PAPERS OR OTHER DOCUMENTS THAT AT ONE TIME WERE IN THE ARCHIVES 
PROJECT? 

I AM ENTITLED TO KNOW IF THERE WAS A TRANSMISSION 
OF INFORMATION. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: HE HAS ANSWERED THAT QUESTION. I AM 
GOING TO INSTRUCT HIM NOT TO ANSWER. 

MR. KOHLWECK: ALL RIGHT. WE WILL PLAY THIS THE HARD WAY, 
IN LAW AND MOTION COURT. 

Q MR. ARMSTRONG, LET'S BACK UP FOR A MOMENT. 

WHEN DID YOU BEGIN YOUR CAREER WITH SCIENTOLOGY? 

A IN 1969. 

Q IN WHAT CAPACITY DID YOU START WITH SCIENTOLOGY? 

A I READ SOME BOOKS. 

Q HOW DID YOU BECOME AFFILIATED WITH THE RELIGION OF 

SCIENTOLOGY? 

A I WENT TO A -- WHAT THEY CALLED IN THOSE DAYS A 

FRANCHISE IN VANCOUVER, AND I ENROLLED IN THE COURSE. 

Q WHICH COURSE WAS THAT? 

A THAT WAS THE — CALLED THE COMMUNICATIONS COURSE. 

Q IS THAT AN INTRODUCTORY COURSE TO SCIENTOLOGY? 

A YES. 

Q HOW LONG A COURSE WAS IT? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: IF YOU CAN RECALL. 

THE WITNESS: I WOULD SAY TWO WEEKS, A COUPLE OF NIGHTS 
A WEEK. SOMETHING LIKE THAT. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: WHAT WAS THE GENERAL SUBJECT 

MATTER OF THAT COURSE, IF YOU CAN RECALL? 

A IT WAS A NUMBER OF DRILLS WHICH WERE DONE, 
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COMMUNICATION KIND OF DRILLS -- SITTING DOWN AND, YOU KNOW, 
LOOKING AT ANOTHER PERSON OR ACKNOWLEDGING ANOTHER PERSON'S 
RESPONSES, ORIGINATING COMMUNICATIONS, AND THAT SORT OF THING. 


Q 

A 


WHAT WAS YOUR NEXT INVOLVEMENT WITH SCIENTOLOGY? 
THEN I WENT -- I GOT A JOB AT THAT FRANCHISE AND 


WORKED THERE FOR A FEW MONTHS. 


WHAT WAS THE JOB? 


A I HAD VARIOUS JOBS AT THAT POINT. I WAS GIVING 

INTRODUCTORY LECTURES, RUNNING THAT SAME COURSE, SELLING BOOKS, 
WRITING LETTERS, GETTING PEOPLE IN -- THAT SORT OF THING. 


Q 

A 

Q 

A 


ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE TERM HAT, H-A-T? 

YEAH. 

DID YOU HAVE A HAT AT THAT TIME? 

NO. 

WHAT WAS YOUR NEXT AFFLIATION, POST OR EMPLOYMENT 


WITH THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY? 


IN THE BEGINNING OF 1971 I JOINED THE SEA ORGANIZA¬ 


TION IN LOS ANGELES. 


Q 

A 


WHAT IS THE SEA ORGANIZATION? 

THAT IS A VERY DIFFICULT QUESTION. I HAVE BEEN 


f 

\ 


TRYING TO ANSWER THAT FOR A LONG TIME. 

MR. KOHLWECK: LET THE RECORD REFLECT THAT A CONSIDERABLE 
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AMOUNT OF TIME IS PASSING. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I AM GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT. 

THE WITNESS: I THINK THAT IS A VERY DIFFICULT QUESTION 
TO ANSWER. IT HAS SO MANY FACETS TO IT. I KNOW WHAT IS 
CLAIMED ON ONE SIDE AS A PR LINE, AND I KNOW WHAT IS CLAIMED ON 
THE OTHER SIDE. AND IT IS VERY DIFFICULT TO MAKE THE TWO 
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COINCIDE, COME TOGETHER. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: I AM ASKING YOUR UNDERSTANDING 

OF WHAT THE SEA ORG IS. 

A MY UNDERSTANDING IS IT IS A GROUP OF SCIENTOLOGISTS 

WHO ARE HELD TOGETHER BY VARIOUS MEANS AND WHO PERFORM WORK, 
LABORS, ET CETERA, WHO IN THE END RECEIVE VERY LITTLE RECOMPENSE,, 
FOR L. RON HUBBARD, MAKING HIM VERY WEALTHY. 

Q IS IT YOUR TESTIMONY THAT THE SEA ORGANIZATION AND 

ITS MEMBERS ONLY WORK FOR MR. HUBBARD? 

A ULTIMATELY THAT IS VERY TRUE. 

Q DO YOU UNDERSTAND MY QUESTION? 

A UH-HUH. IN A SENSE, YES. THERE ARE VARIOUS 

DEGREES OF THAT. 

Q WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY THE WORD "ULTIMATELY"? 

A IN THAT HE HAS ULTIMATE CONTROL OF THE WHOLE OPERA¬ 

TION. HE'S THE ONE WHO CALLS THE SHOTS. HE CAN ORDER ANYTHING 
HE WANTS WITHIN THAT ORGANIZATION. 

Q IS THERE ANYTHING ELSE THAT THE SEA ORG DOES BESIDES 

ULTIMATELY REPORT TO MR. HUBBARD THAT YOU ARE AWARE OF? 

A THEY OPERATE VARIOUS SCIENTOLOGY ORGANIZATIONS. 

THEY STAFF THOSE ORGANIZATIONS. THEY PERFORM THE VARIOUS 
FUNCTIONS THAT ONE WOULD EXPECT ALL THE WAY FROM POT WASHING 

I 

UP TO AUDITING OR MANAGING ORGANIZATIONS. 

Q ISN’T IT A FACT THAT THE SEA ORGANIZATION WAS ALSO 

THE SHIP'S CREW OF THE SHIP APOLLO IN THE YEARS 1966 TO 1976? 

A 1966? 

Q APPROXIMATELY. 

A I THINK MAYBE '67. BUT MAYBE '66. YEAH, THAT'S 
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CORRECT. 

Q AND ISN’T IT ALSO TRUE THAT IS A FRATERNAL ORGANIZA¬ 

TION? 

A I AM NOT FAMILIAR WITH THAT WORD. 

Q DO YOU KNOW WHAT THE WORD "FRATERNAL" MEANS? 

A IN THE SENSE OF A FRATERNITY AND IN THE SENSE OF 

NOT INCORPORATED, BUT GENERALLY TOGETHER WITH SOME AGREEMENT. 

I WOULD SAY THAT. 

Q OKAY. LET’S USE YOUR DEFINITION. 

ISN’T IT A FACT THAT THE SEA ORGANIZATION IS A 
FRATERNAL ORGANIZATION? 

A TO SOME DEGREE THAT’S TRUE. 

Q WHAT DEGREE ISN’T IT TRUE? 

A I THINK TO THE DEGREE THAT PEOPLE ARE THERE BY 

MISREPRESENTATIONS TO THEM, THEY REALLY DON’T HAVE THE CHOICE 
THAT ONE WOULD HAVE WHEN NORMALLY JOINING ANOTHER TYPE OF 
FRATERNAL ORGANIZATION WHICH IS PERHAPS LESS SECRETIVE. 

Q WERE YOU IN COLLEGE, MR. ARMSTRONG? 

A NO. 

Q HAVE YOU EVER BEEN -- 

A I SHOULDN'T SAY THAT. I DID A YEAR -- NOT QUITE 

A YEAR -- AT A UNIVERSITY, IF THAT IS WHAT YOU MEAN BY THAT. 

i 

Q IS THAT UNIVERSITY IN BRITISH COLUMBIA? 

A YES. 

Q WERE YOU IN A FRATERNITY WHEN YOU WENT TO THIS 

UNIVERSITY IN BRITISH COLUMBIA? 

A NO. 

Q DO YOU KNOW ANYONE WHO WAS IN A FRATERNITY? 


28 
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MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OBJECTION; IRRELEVANT. 

MR. KOHLWECK: COUNSEL, WE ARE DEFINING HIS DEFINITION 


OF FRATERNAL ORGANIZATION. WE ARE GETTING SOME OF HIS TERMS. 

Q DO YOU KNOW ANYBODY WHO WAS IN A FRATERNITY? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OBJECTION; IRRELEVANT, NOT CALCULATED 
TO LEAD TO DISCOVERABLE EVIDENCE. 

MR. KOHLWECK: ARE YOU INSTRUCTING HIM NOT TO ANSWER? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: DID I INSTRUCT HIM? 

MR. KOHLWECK: I AM ASKING YOU. ARE YOU INSTRUCTING HIM 
NOT TO ANSWER? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I DID NOT. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: YOU CAN ANSWER THE QUESTION, THEN. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: DO YOU UNDERSTAND THE QUESTION, GERRY? 

THE WITNESS: DO I KNOW ANYBODY IN A COLLEGE, UNIVERSITY 
FRATERNITY? 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: NO. YOU ARE QUALIFYING IT. 

DO YOU KNOW ANYONE WHO HAS BEEN IN A FRATERNITY? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: WHAT TYPE OF FRATERNITY ARE YOU TALKING 
ABOUT, COUNSEL? 

MR. KOHLWECK: FRATERNITY. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: YOU HAVE TO DEFINE IT A LITTLE MORE. 

I DON'T UNDERSTAND WHAT YOU ARE SAYING. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: DO YOU KNOW WHAT A FRATERNITY IS? 

A YEAH. 

Q SINCE YOU UNDERSTAND IT, DO YOU KNOW ANYONE WHO IS 

IN A FRATERNITY? 

A YEAH. 

Q HAVE YOU EVER TALKED TO THAT PERSON ABOUT THEIR 
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FRATERNITY? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OBJECTION; IRRELEVANT, NOT CALCULATED 
TO LEAD TO THE DISCOVERY OF ADMISSIBLE EVIDENCE. 

MR. KOHLWECK: COUNSEL, WE ARE MAKING A COMPARISON HERE 
AS TO HOW THIS FRATERNITY IS DIFFERENT FROM OTHER FRATERNITIES. 
I AM ENTITLED TO THAT COMPARISON. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: FINE, COUNSEL. I AM ENTITLED TO MAKE 
OBJECTIONS FOR THE RECORD. 

THE WITNESS: PERHAPS, I SHOULD RESTATE IT, THEN. IF 
OTHER FRATERNITIES ARE ALSO BASED AS PART OF THEIR MAKEUP TO 
ENTICE MEMBERS BY FRAUD OR BY MISREPRESENTATION, WHATEVER, 

FALSE STATEMENTS, IF THAT IS A PART OF IT, THEN, YES, IT IS 
LIKE OTHER FRATERNITIES. IF THAT IS THE WAY OTHER FRATERNITIES 
ARE, THEN -- 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: I THINK YOU ALSO USED THE 

QUALIFIER "SECRET RITES" OR "SECRET." 

WAS THAT YOUR DEFINITION OF THE SEA ORGANIZATION? 

A YES . 

Q DO YOU KNOW IF OTHER FRATERNITIES HAVE SECRET 

RITES? 

A SECRET RITES? 

Q YES. 

A I NEVER USED THE WORD "SECRET RITES." 

Q MAYBE YOU USED THE WORD "SECRETIVE." 

A YEAH, PERHAPS THAT. IT WAS SECRETIVE. THERE WERE 

VARIOUS SECRETS WHICH WERE AT THE BASE OF IT. YOU KNOW, THERE 
ARE VARIOUS DIFFERENCES -- YOU KNOW, A FRATERNITY IN A COLLEGE 
UNIVERSITY WOULD NOT REQUIRE -- ALTHOUGH I CAN’T SAY THAT FOR 
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ALL OF THEM; MAYBE YOU KNOW OF SOME DIFFERENT ONES -- BUT I 
DON'T THINK ONE WOULD GIVE HIS, YOU KNOW, LIFE TO THEM, YOU 
KNOW, LIKE: THIS IS WHAT I’M GOING TO BE DOING FOR THE NEXT . . 

I DON’T KNOW. MAYBE THERE ARE FRATERNAL ORDERS OF 
THAT MAGNITUDE. I'M NOT SURE. 

Q ARE YOU AWARE OF DEATHS OCCURRING WITHIN THE SEA 

ORGANIZATION? 

A YES. 

Q WHICH ONES? 

A SUSAN MEISTER. 

(Aim . -itn 

Q WASN'T THAT A SUICIDE? 

A I DON'T KNOW. I DID NOT SEE IT OCCUR. 

Q WHEN DID IT OCCUR? 

A SOMETIME IN 1971. 

Q DO YOU KNOW WHERE IT OCCURRED? 

A ON BOARD THE SHIP. I DID NOT SEE IT OCCUR. 

Q WERE YOU ON THE SHIP AT THAT TIME? 

A YES. 

Q ISN'T IT A FACT THAT SHE COMMITTED SUICIDE WITH A 

.45-CALIBER PISTOL? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OBJECTION; ASKED AND ANSWERED. THE 
WITNESS HAS INDICATED HE DOESN'T KNOW WHETHER SHE COMMITTED 
SUICIDE OR NOT. 

MR. KOHLWECK: NO. HE STATED HE DIDN'T SEE IT. 

MR. HELLER: I DIDN'T HEAR THAT ANSWER. 

MR. KOHLWECK: I AM ENTITLED TO KNOW IF HE HAS ANY HEAR¬ 
SAY INFORMATION ON THIS. 

Q DID ANYONE EVER TELL YOU SHE COMMITTED SUICIDE WITH 
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1 

A .45-CALIBER PISTOL? 

2 

A 

NO. LET ME JUST — IT IS VERY DIFFICULT TO ANSWER. 

3 

Q 

IT IS? 

4 


WELL, LET * S MOVE ALONG, THEN. 

5 


ARE PEOPLE FORCED INTO JOINING THE SEA ORGANIZATION, 

6 

TO THE BEST OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE? 

l 

A 

NO. 

8 

Q 

DO THEY APPLY FOR MEMBERSHIP? 

9 

A 

I DON'T KNOW. 

10 

Q 

DID YOU APPLY FOR MEMBERSHIP? 

11 

A 

YES. 

12 

Q 

WHAT WAS THAT APPLICATION PROCESS? 

13 

A 

FROM THE FIRST TIME I RECEIVED SOME PROMOTIONAL 

14 

i MATERIALS 

FROM THE SEA ORGANIZATION, THAT WAS THE FIRST STEP. 

15 

AND THEN 

I WENT TO LOS ANGELES AND I SIGNED MY CONTRACT. 

16 

Q 

WHAT WAS THAT CONTRACT ALL ABOUT? WHAT WAS CONTAINE Z 

17 

IN IT? 

1 

18 

A 

IT WAS A BILLION-YEAR CONTRACT IN WHICH I AGREED 

19 

TO SUPPORT THE GOAL, THE PURPOSE OF THE SEA ORGANIZATION, WHICH 

20 

I BELIEVE 

WAS THE CREATION OR MAINTAINING OR WHATEVER OF HIGHLY 

21 

FUNCTIONING SCIENTOLOGY AND DIANETICS ORGANIZATIONS. 

I 

22 

Q 

DO YOU HAVE ANY SPECIFIC RECOLLECTION OF THAT OR 

23 

ARE YOU GUESSING AT THIS POINT? 

24 

A 

NO, 1 HAVE SOME GOOD RECOLLECTION. I CAN'T SAY 

25 

VERBATIM, 

BUT THAT IS PRETTY CLOSE. IT IS A HALF A PAGE OF 

26 

DOCUMENT. 


27 

Q 

HOW LONG WERE YOU IN THE SEA ORGANIZATION? 

28 

A 

TEN MONTHS — TEN YEARS AND ABOUT TEN MONTHS. 
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Q 

WHEN WAS THE LAST DATE THAT YOU WERE A MEMBER OF 

THE SEA 

ORGANIZATION, AS FAR AS YOU ARE CONCERNED? 

A 

DECEMBER 12TH -- AROUND THERE. IT TOOK A DAY OR 


SO TO GET ALL OF MY MATERIALS OUT, BUT THAT IS REALLY IT. 


Q 

WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF DECEMBER 12TH? 

A 

SIGNIFICANCE? THAT’S WHEN I LEFT. 

Q 

NOW, WE ARE TALKING ABOUT DECEMBER 12, 1981? 

A 

YES. 

Q 

HOW DID YOU LEAVE? 

A 

I WALKED OUT THE DOOR. 

Q 

DID YOU SIGN ANY DOCUMENTS ON YOUR WAY OUT THE 


DOOR, OR PRIOR TO LEAVING? 


A 

I SENT A LETTER TO MY SENIOR. 

Q 

WHAT DID THAT LETTER SAY? 

A 

IT SAID THAT I'M RESIGNING. 

Q 

RESIGNING FROM WHAT? 

A 

I SAID I WAS RESIGNING FROM THE SEA ORG AND THE 


ARCHIVES POST. 


Q 

AND FROM THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA? 

A 

NO. I NEVER CONSIDERED MYSELF A MEMBER OF THAT. 

Q 

WHAT DID YOU CONSIDER YOURSELF A MEMBER OF? 


JUST THE SEA ORGANIZATION? 


A 

THE SEA ORGANIZATION AND MAINLY THE ARCHIVES POST. 

Q 

LET'S TALK ABOUT THE ARCHIVES POST. 

AS YOU UNDERSTAND IT, WHAT WAS THE ARCHIVES POST? 

A 

THAT WAS AN ACCUMULATION OF MATERIALS OF L. RON 


HUBBARD'S, COPYING THEM. THE MAIN FUNCTION OF IT WAS GETTING 
THEM TO OMAR GARRISON, WHO WAS WRITING THE BIOGRAPHY OF L. RON 
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HUBBARD. 

Q ANY OTHER FUNCTION TO THAT POST? 

A THERE WERE A FEW, BUT THEY WERE ATTENDANT TO THAT 

MAJOR ONE. 


Q LET'S FIND OUT WHAT THEY WERE. 

WHAT WERE SOME OF THOSE, LET'S CALL THEM, MINOR 

DUTIES. 

A COPYING MATERIALS WITHIN THE ARCHIVES SO THERE WAS 

A COPY. WHEN I CAME ACROSS THE MATERIALS WHICH INDIVIDUALS 
OUTSIDE HAD, I ACQUIRED THEM. IN THIS CASE I WOULD — I LET 
THE ORGANIZATION KNOW THEY WERE AVAILABLE, AND IF THEY WANTED 
THEM, THEN, GREAT; IF THEY DIDN'T, TOO BAD. THAT REALLY WAS 
MAINLY IT. I PURCHASED A BUNCH OF FILE CABINETS. I WANTED TO 
MAKE SURE THAT THE MATERIALS WERE, YOU KNOW, KEPT IN BETTER 
CONDITION THAN THEY HAD BEEN. 

Q NOW, THESE MATERIALS WE ARE TALKING ABOUT, WHEN 

I STARTED THIS LINE OF QUESTIONING, YOU INDICATED THAT THESE 
WERE WRITINGS AND OTHER THINGS CONCERNING L. RON HUBBARD. WAS 
THERE ANYTHING CONTAINED IN THE ARCHIVES CONCERNING DIANETICS 
AND SCIENTOLOGY OR THE HISTORY OF THOSE TWO ORGANIZATIONS? 

A OH, I THINK SO. I THINK SO, YEAH. THE MAJORITY OF 

WHAT I HAD WAS PROBABLY PRE-DIANETICS, PRE-SCIENTOLOGY; HOWEVER, 
THERE WAS ALSO A GOOD CHUNK OF DIANETICS- AND SCIENTOLOGY- 
RELATED MATERIALS, WHICH WERE MR. HUBBARDS, YOU KNOW, WHICH HE 
HAD TAKEN WITH HIM WHEREVER HE WENT OF HIS PERSONAL ACCOUNTS. 

Q WERE THERE ALSO DOCUMENTS FROM EARLY MEMBERS OF 

SCIENTOLOGY? FOR INSTANCE, WERE THERE ARTICLES OR MATERIALS 
FROM MARY SUE HUBBARD IN THE ARCHIVES PROJECT? 
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A YES. 

Q ANY OTHER EARLY INDIVIDUALS? 

LET'S STRIKE THAT QUESTION. I THINK I AM CONFUSING 

YOU THERE. 

WERE THERE MATERIALS THAT WERE AUTHORED OR 
ORIGINATED FROM OTHER PEOPLE WHO WERE INVOLVED IN THE EARLY 
BEGINNINGS OF DIANETICS AND SCIENTOLOGY? 

A YES. 

Q CAN YOU RECALL ANY OF THOSE INDIVIDUALS? 

A FRANK DESSLER. 

Q WHO IS MR. DESSLER? 

A HE WAS AN EARLY DIANETICIST. HE WAS L. RON 

HUBBARD'S REPRESENTATIVE IN LOS ANGELES FOR A CERTAIN TIME. HE 
WAS THE INDIVIDUAL WHO, WHEN MR. HUBBARD KIDNAPPED HIS DAUGHTER 
DESSLER WAS THE ONE WHO WENT WITH HIM, AND DESSLER WAS THE ONE 
WHO WAS NAMED IN THE NEWSPAPER ARTICLE AND IN THE SUIT BROUGHT 
BY HIS WIFE. SO THERE WAS A VERY PERSONAL CONNECTION THERE. 

Q NOW, YOU SAID WHEN MR. HUBBARD KIDNAPPED HIS 


DAUGHTER? 

A THERE WAS -- 

Q LET ME ASK THE QUESTION. 

YOU WERE PRESENT DURING THIS KIDNAPPING? 

A NO. 

Q YOU HAVE FIRSTHAND INFORMATION CONCERNING THIS 

ALLEGED KIDNAPPING? 

A I TALKED TO MR. DESSLER. I DON'T HAVE FIRSTHAND 

KNOWLEDGE. 


Q 


WHAT DID MR. DESSLER TELL YOU? 
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y 

y**' 

A HE SAID THAT THEY KIDNAPPED THE GIRL, TOOK HER 

AWAY. 


LET ME REPHRASE THAT. IT IS HIS DAUGHTER. THERE 
WAS A CLAIM WHICH WAS MADE IN NEWSPAPER ARTICLES AND SO FORTH. 
MR. HUBBARD, FOR WHATEVER REASON, FLED TO CUBA WITH HIS 

^ i ■ ■ ■ tv—hi. m , ■.u t iiiim m iry i 

DAUGHTER, ALEXIS. 

.. . >v. w ..... . . .u : ‘ * 

Q AND WHAT POINT IN TIME WAS THIS? 

A NOW, IF -- 1951. 

Q DO YOU KNOW HOW OLD ALEXIS WAS IN 1951? 


A MAYBE A YEAR. 

_ 

Q SO ARE WE REALLY TALKING ABOUT A KIDNAPPING, MR. 

ARMSTRONG, OR ARE WE TALKING ABOUT A CHILD CUSTODY FIGHT? DO 
YOU UNDERSTAND THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO? 


Q 

A 


YEAH. 


WHICH ARE WE TALKING ABOUT? 


WE COULD BE TALKING ABOUT EITHER. I, YOU KNOW . . . 
BUT YOU DECIDED TO USE THE WORD "KIDNAPPING." 

WELL, IF A PERSON WERE TO STEAL A CHILD WHO IS NOT 


HIS OWN, WOULD THAT BE KIDNAPPING? 


Q RULES OF THE GAME ARE I ASK THE QUESTIONS AND YOU 

PROVIDE THE ANSWERS. 

A OKAY. SO, ANYWAY, IT MAY OR MAY NOT BE KIDNAPPING. 

THIS WAS THE CLAIM WHICH WAS MADE IN THE NEWSPAPER ARTICLE AT 
THE TIME. I'M JUST SAYING THIS WAS RELATED TO ME BY MR. 
DESSLER. MR. DESSLER WAS THE PERSON I WAS REFERRING TO. YOU 
ASKED ME WHAT HIS CONNECTION WITH THIS WHOLE THING WAS, AND 
THAT IS BASICALLY IT. 


Q 


DID MR. DESSLER TELL YOU ANYTHING ELSE? 
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OH, HE TOLD ME -- YEAH. I HAD LUNCH WITH THE 


GENTLEMAN. 

Q 

A 


WHAT ELSE DID MR. DESSLER TELL YOU? 

MR. DESSLER SAID THAT HE WAS VERY UPSET BECAUSE HE 


HAD BEEN -- AFTER HE HAD COME TO L. RON HUBBARD*S DEFENSE AND, 

IN HIS OPINION, HAD TAKEN THE RAP FOR HIM, AND COME FORWARD IN 
COURT, THAT HE HAD BEEN -- AND THAT HE HAD MADE THE ORGANIZATION 
DIANETICS IN LOS ANGELES BOOM, AND AFTER IT WAS FAILING, HE 
FELT THAT HE WAS NEGLECTED AND LEFT BY MR. HUBBARD. THIS WAS 
HIS MAIN STATEMENT. 

Q APPROXIMATELY WHEN DID YOU HAVE THIS CONVERSATION 

WITH MR. DESSLER? 


Q 

A 

Q 

A 


OH, 1981 IN THE SPRING. 

W — Tr —m 11 i 

WHERE DID YOU HAVE THE CONVERSATION? 


IN A RESTAURANT HERE IN SANTA MONICA. 


BOB BURNS? 


YES. 


IT WAS AN EXPENSIVE LUNCH, WASN'T IT? 


MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OBJECTION; IRRELEVANT, NOT CALCULATED 
TO LEAD TO THE DISCOVERY OF ANY ADMISSIBLE EVIDENCE. I INSTRUCT 
THE WITNESS NOT TO ANSWER. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: THE LUNCH COST ABOUT $44, DIDN'T 

IT? 


MS. DRAGOJEVIC: SAME OBJECTION. INSTRUCT THE WITNESS 
NOT TO ANSWER. 

MR. KOHLWECK: I AM ENTITLED TO TEST THE RECALL ABILITY 
OF THIS WITNESS, BECAUSE HIS RECALL IS THE VERY GRAVAMEN OF 


THIS CASE. 
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MS. DRAGOJEVIC: FINE. I DON’T SEE THE RELEVANCE OF THAT 
QUESTION TO THIS CASE. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: DO YOU RECALL WHAT THAT LUNCH 

COST? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I OBJECT TO THAT QUESTION AND INSTRUCT 
HIM NOT TO ANSWER. 

THE WITNESS: NO, I DON’T RECALL. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: BACK IN 1971, I BELIEVE — 

THE WITNESS: BUT I -- 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: GERRY, I HAVE INSTRUCTED YOU NOT TO 
ANSWER THAT. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: IN 1971, I BELIEVE YOU SAID YOU 

JOINED THE SEA ORGANIZATION. 

WHAT WAS YOUR FIRST ASSIGNMENT WITH THE SEA 
ORGANIZATION? 

A I WAS ON BOARD THE BOLIVAR . WHICH IS A SHIP THEY 

HAD IN LONG BEACH AT THAT TIME. I SPENT THE FIRST FEW DAYS 
CLEANING AND STUDYING. 

MR. KOHLWECK: FOR PURPOSES OF THE RECORD, THAT IS 


B-O-L-I-V-A-R. 


Q 

A 

BUT I BELIEVE IT WAS HERE IN THIS AREA ON THE WEST COAST. 

Q AND WHAT WAS YOUR NEXT ASSIGNMENT WITH THE SEA 


AND WHERE WAS THE BOLIVAR LOCATED AT THAT TIME? 

\ 

V 

I BELIEVE IT WAS,LONG BEACH. I DON'T RECALL EXACTLY!. 


ORGANIZATION? 


X 


A THEN I WAS ORDERED TO THE APOLLO AND FLOWN TO 

MADRID AND TANGIERS. AND THAT IS WHERE THE SHIP WAS AT THAT 


J 


TIME. MY FIRST JOB WAS WORKING IN THE GALLEY, CLEANING DISHES. 
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AND THAT IS WHAT I DID. 

Q HOW LONG DID THAT ASSIGNMENT LAST? 

A IT LASTED ABOUT A WEEK OR 10 DAYS. 

Q IF YOU KNOW, WAS THAT AN UNUSUAL ASSIGNMENT, BEING 

ASSIGNED TO THE KITCHEN OR GALLEY? 

A I DON'T BELIEVE SO. 

Q MOST NEW HANDS ON THE SHIP WERE ASSIGNED TO SOME 

SORT OF DUTY LIKE THAT, WEREN’T THEY? 

A I COULDN'T SAY WHAT MOST NEW HANDS WERE ASSIGNED TO 

SOME MAY HAVE GONE STRAIGHT INTO EXECUTIVE POSITIONS. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: YOU HAVE ANSWERED THE QUESTION, GERRY. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: DID YOU OBSERVE AT ANYTIME NEW 

HANDS COMING ON BOARD THE APOLLO ? 

A YES. 

Q AND HOW OFTEN DID YOU OBSERVE THAT? 

A I DON'T KNOW. FIFTY, ONE HUNDRED TIMES. 

MR. KOHLWECK: LET'S TAKE ABOUT A 10-MINUTE BREAK HERE. 

(BRIEF RECESS.) 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, ON AUGUST 3RD 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC REPRESENTED TO ME SHE WAS GOING TO BE YOUR 
ATTORNEY IN THIS MATTER AND THAT AT THAT POINT IN TIME SHE 
DID NOT HAVE A WRITTEN RETAINER. 

IS IT YOUR UNDERSTANDING MS. DRAGOJEVIC AND THE 
FIRM OF CONTOS 6 BUNCH IS YOUR ATTORNEY IN THIS ACTION? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I DON'T RECALL HAVING MADE THE STATEMENT 
WE DIDN'T HAVE A WRITTEN RETAINER. 

MR. KOHLWECK: THIS WAS 9:30 IN THE MORNING, ABOUT AN 


28 


HOUR AFTER HE WAS SERVED. 
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MS. DRAGOJEVIC: THE REST OF IT I DO RECALL. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: DO YOU UNDERSTAND THE FIRM OF 

CONTOS g BUNCH TO BE YOUR ATTORNEYS IN THIS ACTION? 

A YES. 

Q ARE YOU REPRESENTED BY ANY OTHER ATTORNEYS IN THIS 

ACTION? 

THE WITNESS: (TO HIS COUNSEL) IS THAT RELEVANT? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: YOU CAN GO AHEAD AND ANSWER IT. 

THE WITNESS: YEAH. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: WHO ARE THOSE OTHER ATTORNEYS? 

A MICHAEL FLYNN. 

Q AND ANY MEMBERS OF HIS LAW FIRM? 

A I DON'T KNOW. 

Q WHEN DID YOU RETAIN MR. FLYNN FOR PURPOSES OF THIS 


ACTION? 

A THIS PARTICULAR ONE? 

Q YES. 

A I GUESS IT WOULD BE THE DAY I WAS SERVED, WHATEVER 

DAY THAT WAS. 

Q DID YOU CALL MR. FLYNN THAT DAY? 

A YES. 

Q ARE YOU PARTY TO ANY OTHER LITIGATION AT THIS POINT 

IN TIME? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: DO YOU UNDERSTAND THE QUESTION? 

THE WITNESS: YEAH. 

I DON'T BELIEVE SO. 

WHAT DOES IT MEAN? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: ARE YOU EITHER A PLAINTIFF OR A 
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A I'M NOT SURE WHAT YOU MEAN BY THAT QUESTION. 

Q WITHOUT GETTING INTO PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL 

AREAS, FOR WHAT PURPOSE WAS MR. FLYNN REPRESENTING YOU? 

A FOR ADVICE. 

Q WHEN DID THAT REPRESENTATION BEGIN. 

A SOMEWHERE AROUND THE END OF APRIL. 

Q MR. ARMSTRONG, HAVE YOU ENTERED INTO ANY SORT OF 

FEE ARRANGEMENT CONCERNING YOUR REPRESENTATION IN THIS LITIGA¬ 
TION? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OBJECTION. IT IS WHOLLY IRRELEVANT. 

I AM GOING TO INSTRUCT THE WITNESS NOT TO ANSWER. 

MR. KOHLWECK: ON THE GROUND OF RELEVANCY? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: NO. IT IS JUST ENTIRELY IRRELEVANT TO 
THIS LAWSUIT. I WISH YOU WOULD GET ON WITH ASKING QUESTIONS 
ABOUT WHAT WE ARE HERE FOR. 

MR. KOHLWECK: COUNSEL, LET ME EXPLAIN WHERE I AM COMING 
FROM, AND THEN I WILL ASK THAT YOU RECONSIDER. 

IN OUR COMPLAINT WE ARE ALLEGING UNDER THE CONSTRUC¬ 
TIVE TRUST THEORY, ARMSTRONG ACTED IN CONCERT WITH OTHERS IN 
CONVERTING AND MAKING USE OF MATERIALS OF THE CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY. I AM TRYING TO FIND OUT IF ANYBODY IS PAYING HIS 
LEGAL FEE AS PART OF THAT ACTION. 

! 

j 

Q I WILL NOW RESTATE THE QUESTION. 

HAVE YOU EVER ENTERED INTO ANY FEE ARRANGEMENTS IN 
THIS LITIGATION? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: SAME OBJECTION. INSTRUCT THE WITNESS 
NOT TO ANSWER. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, ARE YOU PAYING 






















1 

2 

3 

4 

.> 

(5 

i 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1 i.' 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

23 

26 

27 

28 


30 


YOUR OWN LEGAL FEES IN THIS ACTION? 

A I DON'T EVEN KNOW. 

Q YOU DON'T KNOW IF YOU ARE GOING TO PAY ATTORNEYS 

FEES TO ANY ATTORNEY REPRESENTING YOU IN THIS ACTION? 

A I DON'T KNOW. 

Q HAS THAT MATTER EVER BEEN DISCUSSED BY YOU? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OBJECTION; ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE. 
INSTRUCT THE WITNESS NOT TO ANSWER. 

MR. KOHLWECK: FOR PURPOSES OF AVOIDING A NEEDLESS MOTION 
TO COMPEL, I WILL POINT OUT THAT UNDER CALIFORNIA LAW A QUESTION 
REFERRING TO AN ATTORNEY FEE ARRANGEMENT DOES NOT ENTER INTO 
THE CONUNDRUM OF ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I WILL ALSO OBJECT ON RELEVANCY GROUNDS. 

MR. KOHLWECK: IT ALSO GOES TO THE CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST. 

IF YOU PERSIST IN INSTRUCTING HIM NOT TO ANSWER THIS QUESTION, 

WE WILL MAKE A MOTION TO COMPEL. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: COULD YOU REPEAT THE QUESTION? 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, HAVE YOU HAD ANY 

DISCUSSIONS AT ALL CONCERNING YOUR ATTORNEY'S FEES FOR YOUR 
DEFENSE IN THIS ACTION? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: CAN WE GO OFF THE RECORD FOR THE MOMENT? 

MR. HELLER: EXCUSE ME. BEFORE YOU GO OFF THE RECORD, 

JUST FOR MY INFORMATION, ARE YOU REFERRING TO CONVERSATIONS 
WITH ANYBODY, NOT NECESSARILY ATTORNEYS? 

MR. KOHLWECK: YES. WE WILL NARROW IT DOWN FROM THERE. 

THE WITNESS: GIVE ME THAT QUESTION AGAIN. 

MR. KOHLWECK: WOULD YOU REREAD THE QUESTION, PLEASE. 


CRECORD READ BY REPORTER.) 
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THE WITNESS: NO. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: DO YOU HAVE AN UNDERSTANDING THAT 

YOU WILL NOT BE CHARGED ATTORNEY 1 S FEES FOR REPRESENTATION IN 
THIS ACTION? 

A NO. 

Q MR. ARMSTRONG, HAVE YOU PROVIDED TO ANY OF YOUR 

ATTORNEYS ANY MATERIALS THAT WERE PREVIOUSLY WITHIN YOUR CUSTODY 
AND CONTROL WHEN YOU WERE THE ARCHIVIST FOR THE SEA ORGANIZATION 
IN THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY? 

A YES. 

Q AT WHAT POINT IN TIME DID YOU OBTAIN POSSESSION OF 

THOSE DOCUMENTS? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I AM GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT QUESTION AS 
VAGUE AND AMBIGUOUS. I DON’T UNDERSTAND WHAT YOU MEAN BY 
"POSSESSION. M 

MR. KOHLWECK: ALL RIGHT. LET'S DEFINE "POSSESSION." 

Q DO YOU KNOW WHAT "POSSESSION" MEANS, MR. ARMSTRONG. 

A YEAH, I THINK SO. 

Q WHAT DO YOU UNDERSTAND IT TO MEAN? 

A THAT I EITHER HAVE WITH ME PERSONALLY OR I HAVE 

CONTROL OVER THE LOCATION OF THOSE THINGS. 

Q LET US USE THAT DEFINITION. 

NOW, COULD YOU READ THE SUBJECT QUESTION, PLEASE, 

MR. REPORTER. 

(THE RECORD WAS READ BY THE REPORTER AS 

FOLLOWS: 

<’Q MR. ARMSTRONG, HAVE YOU PROVIDED 

TO ANY OF YOUR ATTORNEYS ANY MATERIALS 
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THAT WERE PREVIOUSLY WITHIN YOUR CUSTODY 
AND CONTROL WHEN YOU WERE THE ARCHIVIST 
FOR THE SEA ORGANIZATION IN THE CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY? 

"A YES. 

"Q AT WHAT POINT IN TIME DID YOU OBTAIN 

POSSESSION OF THOSE DOCUMENTS?") 

THE WITNESS: IN THE LATTER PART OF APRIL, EARLY PART OF 

MAY. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: OF WHAT YEAR? 

A THTS YEAR. ~ 

Q WHO DID YOU OBTAIN THOSE DOCUMENTS FROM? . 

A OMAR GARRISON. 

Q ARE THOSE DOCUMENTS YOU HAD PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED 

TO MR. GARRISON? 

A YES. 

Q DID MR. GARRISON SAY ANYTHING TO YOU AT THE TIME 

HE PROVIDED THOSE DOCUMENTS TO YOU? 

A I DON'T THINK SO, NOT DIRECTLY CONCERNING THOSE 

DOCUMENTS. 


Q DID YOU HAVE A MEETING WITH MR. GARRISON IN APRIL 


OF 1982? 

A IT WAS IN THE BEGINNING OF MAY. NOT A MEETING 

PER SE, BUT I WAS AT HIS HOUSE. 

Q AND WHERE WAS THAT LOCATED? 

A UTAH. 

Q WHAT WAS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR VISIT TO HIS HOUSE? 


A 


TO MOVE HIM TO UTAH 
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Q TO MOVE HIM TO UTAH? 

A UH-HUH. 

Q DID HE VOLUNTEER SOME DOCUMENTS TO YOU, OR DID YOU 

REQUEST DOCUMENTS OF HIM AT THAT POINT IN TIME? 

A HE VOLUNTEERED SOME TO ME, AND I -- LET'S SEE. 

HE VOLUNTEERED SOME, AND I REQUESTED SOME. 

Q WHICH ONES DID YOU REQUEST? 

A I REQUESTED SOME LETTERS BETWEEN L. RON HUBBARD AND 

HIS FIRST WIFE. 

Q WHO WAS THAT FIRST WIFE? 

A MARGARET GRUBB -- LOUISE GRUBB. POLLY WAS HER 

NAME. LET ME THINK. I REQUESTED SOME NAVAL HISTORY DOCUMENTS 
AND REQUESTED SOME DOCUMENTS WHICH WERE CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN 
L. RON HUBBARD AND HIS CURRENT WIFE, MARY SUE HUBBARD. 

THAT IS PRINCIPALLY IT, AS I RECALL. 

Q CONCERNING THE NAVAL DOCUMENTS, WERE ANY OF THOSE 

DOCUMENTS SOMETHING THAT IS COMMONLY KNOWN AS A DD214,DEPART¬ 
MENT OF DEFENSE FORM, OTHERWISE KNOWN AS SEPARATION PAPERS? 

A I DON’T RECALL. 

Q DO YOU KNOW WHAT A SEPARATION PAPER IS? 

A NO, NOT -- I DON'T KNOW THE SIGNIFICANCE OF IT. 

I UNDERSTAND THE WORD, BUT I DON'T KNOW WHAT IT IS. 

Q WHAT WERE THE PAPERS AS BEST YOU CAN RECALL THAT 

MR. GARRISON VOLUNTEERED TO YOU? 

A I BELIEVE THEY WOULD HAVE BEEN SOME OF THOSE THAT 

I JUST REFERRED TO. WHEN I SAID I REQUESTED THAT, THAT 
ENCOMPASSED THE WHOLE THING, YOU KNOW, IN THAT HE WANTED ME TO 
TAKE SOME AND I REQUESTED SOME. 
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Q 

MENTS? 

A 

Q 

A 

ATTORNEYS. 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

AND JULY. 

Q 

OF CONTOS 6 
A 

Q 

A 

Q 

MENTS -- 


' 

WHAT WAS YOUR PURPOSE IN REQUESTING THESE DOCU- 

TO COPY THEM. 

DID YOU RETURN THE ORIGINALS BACK TO MR. GARRISON? 
YES -- NOT IN ALL CASES. I SENT SOME TO MY 

WHICH ATTORNEYS? 

BOTH ATTORNEYS. 

CONTOS 6 BUNCH AND FLYNN. 

UH-HUH. 

THIS WAS IN APRIL? 

AND THEREAFTER -- NO. IT WOULD BE MAY -- MAY, JUNE, 

WHEN DID REPRESENTATION OF YOU BEGIN WITH THE FIRM 
BUNCH? 

OH, LET ME SEE. WHEN WAS IT? I BELIEVE AUGUST. 

OF THIS YEAR? 

YEAH. 

NOW, MAYBE I AM CONFUSED. DID YOU SEND SOME DOCU- 


A I DIDN'T SEND ANYTHING UNTIL I BECAME INVOLVED WITH 

THEM. I DIDN'T APPROACH THEM PER SE LIKE WITH DOCUMENTS. 

Q MR. ARMSTRONG, REFERRING BACK TO EXHIBIT 1, WHICH 

IS BEFORE YOU, ON PAGE 3, LINE 14 AND THEREAFTER, DO YOU UNDER¬ 
STAND THAT REQUEST TO INCLUDE THOSE PAPERS THAT YOU HAVE NOW 
PROVIDED TO YOUR ATTORNEYS? 

A YEAH. 

Q ALL RIGHT. JUST SO WE HAVE NO MISTAKE ON THAT. 
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DID MR. GARRISON IN APRIL OR MAY, WHEN YOU HAD 
THIS EARLY MEETING, KNOW THAT YOU HAD LEFT THE CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY? 

A OH, YES. 

Q WAS THERE ANY CONVERSATION WITH HIM CONCERNING YOUR 

HAVING LEFT AT THE TIME HE PROVIDED THE DOCUMENTS TO YOU? 

A NOT AT THAT TIME. IT WAS UNDERSTOOD BEFORE THEN. 

Q HE EXPRESSED NO RETICENCE OR RELUCTANCE OF TURNING 

THE MATERIALS OVER TO YOU? 

A NO. 

Q HAD ANYONE ASKED YOU TO OBTAIN THOSE DOCUMENTS? 

A NO. 

Q SO YOU DID IT COMPLETELY VOLUNTARILY AND ON YOUR 

OWN INITIATIVE? 

A YES. 

Q DID YOU HAVE A CONVERSATION WITH MR. FLYNN CONCERN¬ 

ING YOUR APPEARANCE AT THE CLEARWATER INQUIRY IN CLEARWATER, 
FLORIDA, IN THE EARLY PART OF MAY OF 1982? 

A NO, I DIDN'T. 

Q HAVE YOU EVER HAD CONVERSATIONS WITH MR. FLYNN 

CONCERNING THE CLEARWATER INQUIRY? 

A NO. 

MR. KOHLWECK: COUNSEL, FOR PURPOSES OF YOUR OBJECTION 
WHICH I AM SURE YOU ARE GOING TO POSE, MR. FLYNN HAS REPRESEN¬ 
TED NUMEROUS TIMES HE WAS NOT PRACTICING LAW IN FLORIDA AT 
THAT POINT IN TIME, NOR WAS HE GOING TO. SO I AM NOT GOING TO 
GET INTO PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATIONS. IF HE WAS PRACTICING LAW, 
THAT IS ANOTHER STORY. 
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Q DIO YOU AT ANYTIME GO TO CLEARWATER DURING THE 


YEAR 1982? 

A YES. 

Q WHAT PERIODS OF TIME WAS THAT? 

A THAT WAS THE END OF APRIL. 

Q UNTIL WHEN? 

A I DON'T RECALL THE DATE. 

Q APPROXIMATELY? 

A I WAS THERE FOR TWO DAYS -- A DAY. I WAS THERE FOR 

24 HOURS. 


Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 


WHO DID YOU MEET WITH WHILE YOU WERE IN CLEARWATER? 
MICHAEL FLYNN. 

ANYONE ELSE? 

I MET THE OTHER PEOPLE FROM HIS OFFICE. 

THAT WOULD BE MR. HOFFMAN, MR. GREENE, MR. SULLIVAN? 
NO. MR. SULLIVAN? I DON'T RECALL MR. SULLIVAN. 


BUT I DID MEET HOFFMAN AND GREENE. 


DID YOU HAVE THE DOCUMENTS IN YOUR POSSESSION 


DURING THAT TRIP? 


Q 

A 

Q 

A 


NO. 


HAD THEY PREVIOUSLY -- 


I HAD A COUPLE OF DOCUMENTS AT THAT TIME. 

WHICH DOCUMENTS WERE THOSE? 

I HAD A LETTER FROM MARY SUE AND I HAD -- I HAD A 


LIST OF INITIALS OF PEOPLE WHO HAD WRITTEN LETTERS AND SIGNED 
THEM FOR L. RON HUBBARD TO HIS SON, L. RON HUBBARD, UR. 

Q CONCERNING THAT LETTER FROM MARY SUE HUBBARD, WHAT 

WAS THE CONTENTS OR CONTEXT OF THAT LETTER, AS BEST YOU CAN 
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Q 

A 


I WOULD RATHER NOT COMMENT. 

YOU ARE GOING TO HAVE TO, I'M AFRAID. 

I JUST FEEL FOR HER. I BETTER NOT COMMENT 


THAT 


IS THE ONLY REASON. 


PERHAPS YOU WOULD LIKE TO DISCUSS THIS WITH YOUR 


COUNSEL. 


OKAY. 


MR. KOHLWECK: WOULD YOU LIKE TO GO OFF THE RECORD FOR A 


MOMENT? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: YES. 

(BRIEF RECESS.) 

MR. KOHLWECK: BACK ON THE RECORD. 

Q MR. ARMSTRONG, HAVE YOU HAD A CHANCE TO HAVE AN 

OFF-THE-RECORD CONFERENCE WITH YOUR COUNSEL. 

A YES. 

Q NOW, GOING BACK TO THIS LETTER CONCERNING MARY SUE 

HUBBARD, YOU TOOK THAT WITH YOU TO FLORIDA, I BELIEVE YOU 


TESTIFIED. 


DID YOU SHOW THAT LETTER TO ANY OTHER PERSON WHILE 


YOU WERE IN FLORIDA? 

(DISCUSSION BETWEEN THE WITNESS AND HIS 
COUNSEL OUT OF THE HEARING OF THE REPORTER.) 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I'M GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT QUESTION ON 
THE GROUNDS OF ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE AND INSTRUCT THE 
WITNESS NOT TO ANSWER. 

MR. KOHLWECK: FOR PURPOSES OF YOU AND MYSELF MAKING AN 
APPEARANCE BEFORE THE JUDGE, CAN I UNDERSTAND THE NATURE OF THE 
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PRIVILEGE HERE, SINCE IT IS NOT A COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLIENT 
TO AN ATTORNEY? ARE WE TALKING ABOUT CRIMINAL ACTIVITY THAT 
YOU DON'T WANT ON THE RECORD? 

MS * DRAGOJEVIC: NO. I AM NOT TALKING ABOUT CRIMINAL 
ACTIVITY. I AM SIMPLY STATING THAT THERE IS AN ATTORNEY-CLIENT 
PRIVILEGE WITH RESPECT TO YOUR QUESTION. IF NECESSARY, I WILL 
GIVE MY REASONS IN AN OPPOSITION TO ANY MOTION YOU WISH TO FILE. 

MR. KOHLWECK: OKAY . 

MR. HELLER: JUST FOR MY OWN EDIFICATION, MS. DRAGOJEVIC, 
THIS CONVERSATION, WHICH NECESSARILY IS CONFIDENTIAL TO COME 
WITHIN THE PURVIEW OF THE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE -- YOU ARE 
CLAIMING A LETTER TAKEN BY MR. ARMSTRONG, WHICH WAS IN THE 
POSSESSION OF THE ARCHIVES OF THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY, IS 
SOMETHING THAT WOULD FALL WITHIN THE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I NEVER SAID THAT. I OBJECT TO THAT AS 
A MISSTATEMENT. 

MR. HELLER: MAYBE YOU WILL EDUCATE US AND WE WON'T HAVE 
TO GO UP TO THE EIGHTH FLOOR. 

MR. KOHLWECK: LET'S DO THIS, LET'S DO IT THROUGH THE 
DEPONENT BY LAYING A FOUNDATION. 

» 

Q OUTSIDE OF ATTORNEYS, WAS THAT LETTER SHOWN TO 

ANYONE ELSE WHILE YOU WERE IN FLORIDA? ‘ 

| 

A NO. 

Q YOU OBTAINED THIS LETTER FROM MR. GARRISON; IS 

THAT CORRECT -- A COPY OF THIS LETTER FROM MR. GARRISON? 

A NO. 

Q DID I MISUNDERSTAND YOU THAT THIS WAS ONE OF THE 

LETTERS YOU OBTAINED IN UTAH IN APRIL OF 1982? 
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A IT WAS AN ORIGINAL. 

Q WHERE DID YOU OBTAIN THAT LETTER FROM? 

A MR. GARRISON. 

Q WHEN DID YOU OBTAIN THAT LETTER FROM MR. GARRISON? 

A SOMETIME EARLIER. 

Q HOW MUCH EARLIER? 

A IN MARCH. 

Q DO YOU KNOW HOW MR. GARRISON HAD THE LETTER IN HIS 


POSSESSION? 


Q 

A 

Q 

A 


I GAVE IT TO HIM. 

WHEN DID YOU GIVE IT TO HIM? 

NOVEMBER OR DECEMBER OF THE PREVIOUS YEAR. 

1981? 

UH-HUH. 

YOU WERE STILL CALLED THE ARCHIVIST OR CUSTODIAN 


OF THE ARCHIVES PROJECT AT THAT TIME, WERE YOU NOT? 

A YES. 

Q WHERE DID YOU OBTAIN THE ORIGINAL LETTER THAT YOU 

GAVE MR. GARRISON IN MARCH? 

A FROM MR. HUBBARD'S ARCHIVES. 


Q 

A 

Q 

A 


IT WAS PART OF THE ARCHIVES COLLECTION? 

YES. 

WHAT WAS THE CONTENTS OF THAT LETTER? 

IT WAS A LETTER IN WHICH SHE VOICED HER GRIEVANCES 


WITH MR. HUBBARD ABOUT THE WAY SHE WAS BEING TREATED BY HIM, 
AND ABOUT HIS CHOOSING STAFF OVER HER AND ABOUT -- THAT IS 
BASICALLY IT. IT WAS A VERY PERSONAL LETTER. 

0 WAS SHE DESPONDENT? 
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A I THINK SO. 

Q SUICIDAL? 

A I DON'T THINK SO AT THE TIME. 

Q OTHER PEOPLE WITHIN THE CHURCH HAVE SEEN THAT 

LETTER, HAVEN'T THEY? 

A PERHAPS ONE -- I DON'T KNOW. I DON'T KNOW. AT ONE 

POINT ONE PERSON SAW IT. 

Q WHO WAS THAT? 

A BARBARA DE CELLE. 

Q AND WHO WAS BARBARA DE CELLE? 

A BARBARA DE CELLE WAS MY SENIOR AT THE TIME WHILE I 

WAS WORKING IN THE ARCHIVES PROJECT. 

Q WHAT WAS YOUR PURPOSE IN TAKING THIS LETTER TO 

FLORIDA WITH YOU IN LATE APRIL 1982? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I WOULD LIKE A MOMENT TO CONFER WITH MY 
CLIENT. 

(DISCUSSION BETWEEN THE WITNESS AND HIS 
COUNSEL OUT OF THE HEARING OF THE REPOR¬ 
TER.) 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: COULD I HAVE THE QUESTION REPEATED, 
PLEASE. 

(RECORD READ BY REPORTER.) 

(DISCUSSION BETWEEN THE WITNESS AND HIS 
COUNSEL OUT OF THE HEARING OF THE REPOR¬ 
TER.) 

THE WITNESS: I SHOWED IT TO MICHAEL FLYNN. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: DID MR. FLYNN ASK YOU TO BRING 


THE COPY OF THE LETTER TO FLORIDA? 
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A 

NO. 

Q 

WHO PAID FOR YOUR TRIP TO FLORIDA? 

A 

HE DID. 

Q 

WHEN DID HE ASK YOU TO COME TO FLORIDA? 

A 

A FEW DAYS PRIOR. 

Q 

AT THE TIME HE ASKED YOU TO COME TO FLORIDA, DID 


HE KNOW YOU HAD POSSESSION OF THIS LETTER? 


A 

NO. 

Q 

DID HE ASK YOU TO BRING THE LETTER WITH YOU AT ANY 


POINT IN TIME? 


A 

• 

O 

Z 

Q 

WHAT WAS THE PURPOSE IN YOUR GOING TO FLORIDA? 

A 

TO MEET MICHAEL FLYNN. 

Q 

DID YOU ALSO MEET WITH OTHER PEOPLE WHILE YOU WERE 


IN FLORIDA, BESIDES MR. FLYNN AND THE ATTORNEYS IN HIS OFFICE? 

A I NEVER WENT THERE TO MEET ANYONE OTHER THAN HIM. 

THERE HAPPENED TO BE SOME MORE PEOPLE WHO PASSED IN AND OUT, 


SO I DID 

MEET SEVERAL PEOPLE. 

Q 

WHO WERE THOSE OTHER PEOPLE? 

A 

RON DE WOLFE AND HIS WIFE HENRIETTA. 

Q 

IS HE ALSO KNOWN AS RONALD HUBBARD, JR.? 

A 

YES, L. RON HUBBARD, JR. AND I Mil VARIOUS 


POLICE OFFICERS AND SOME PEOPLE WHOSE NAMES I DON f T RECALL. 


Q 

EDDIE WALTERS, PERHAPS? 

A 

I BELIEVE I MET HIM SORT OF IN PASSING. 

Q 

DID YOU MEET PAULETTE COOPER? 

A 

YEAH. 

Q 

DID YOU MEET DR. JOHN C. CLARK? 
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Q 

A 

Q 

A 


YES. 


HAVE YOU EVER MET DR. MARGARET SINGER? 


I DON'T BELIEVE SO. 


DO YOU KNOW WHO DR. SINGER IS? 


NO. 


Q HAVE YOU EVER MET LARRY WOLLERSHEIM? 

A NO, NOT TO MY KNOWLEDGE. I MAY HAVE, IF HE WAS -- 

YEARS AGO. BUT I DON'T RECALL THE GUY. 


Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 


HAVE YOU EVER MET JANIE PETERSON? 


I DON'T BELIEVE SO. 


OR CAROL GARRITY? 


I DON'T BELIEVE SO. 


HAVE YOU EVER MET PAULA DAIN? 


I DON'T BELIEVE SO. 

STANLEY OR ANNETTE HERRON, H-E-R-R-O-N? 


NO. 


MS. DRAGOJEVIC: ARE WE STILL TALKING ABOUT CLEARWATER, 
OR ARE WE RAMBLING ON ABOUT VARIOUS PEOPLE? 

MR. KOHLWECK: COUNSEL, I SELDOM RAMBLE. I AM GOING TO 
LAY A FOUNDATION FOR YOUR NEXT OBJECTION WHEN WE GET DOWN TO 
CLEARWATER AGAIN. 


28 


HAVE YOU EVER MET AN INDIVIDUAL NAMED CLAIRE 


BRIENER? 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 


NO. 


THOMAS JEFFERSON? 


NO. 


DEBRA KECK? 


NO. 
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Q LAVENDA VAN SCHAIK? 

A NO. 

Q HAVE YOU EVER MADE A TRIP TO BOSTON TO MEET MR. 

FLYNN? 

A NO. 

Q NEVER BEEN TO MR. FLYNN'S OFFICE? 

A NO. 

Q HAVE YOU EVER MET KEVIN FLYNN? 

A YES . 

Q WHEN IS THE FIRST TIME YOU MET KEVIN FLYNN? 

A SOMETIME, I BELIEVE, IN 1981. 

Q DO YOU KNOW APPROXIMATELY WHEN? 

A LET'S SEE. IT WOULD BE EARLY '81, I BELIEVE. 

Q DID YOU MEET WITH KEVIN FLYNN WHEN YOU WERE IN 

CLEARWATER IN 1982? 

A YES. 

Q I BELIEVE YOU TESTIFIED THAT WHEN YOU WERE IN 

CLEARWATER YOU MET KEVIN AND MICHAEL FLYNN, MR. HOFFMAN, MR. 
GREENE. YOU TESTIFIED YOU MAY HAVE MET PAULETTE COOPER. YOU 
TESTIFIED YOU MET RONALD DE WOLFE, AND YOU ALSO TESTIFIED THAT 
IN PASSING YOU MET EDDIE WALTERS. 

ARE THERE ANY OTHER NAMES THAT COME TO MIND OF 
INDIVIDUALS YOU MET WHEN YOU WERE THERE? 

A NO. 

Q WHERE WERE ALL THESE PEOPLE AT THAT YOU MET IN 
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CLEARWATER? 

A IT WAS AT A HOTEL ROOM. 
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Q 


WHICH HOTEL? 
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I DON’T RECALL. 

WAS IT IN THE CITY OF CLEARWATER OR IN THE CITY OF 


CLEARWATER BEACH? 


Q 

A 


CLEARWATER BEACH. 


WAS IT THE HOLIDAY INN? 


YES. 


WERE YOU UP ON THE TOP FLOOR OF THE BAR, DRINKING 


WITH THESE INDIVIDUALS? 


Q 

A 

Q 

A 


NO. 

DID YOU GO OUT DRINKING WITH THEM AT ANYTIME? 

NO. 

THIS WAS ALL DURING THE COURSE OF ONE DAY? 

YES. 

DID YOU SAY ANYTHING TO ANY OF THESE INDIVIDUALS 


ABOUT ANY DOCUMENTS OR COPIES OF DOCUMENTS THAT YOU MIGHT HAVE 
AT THAT TIME? 

A I DISCUSSED THE — 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: JUST A MOMENT. I WOULD LIKE TO CONFER 
WITH MY CLIENT. 

(DISCUSSION BETWEEN THE WITNESS AND HIS 
COUNSEL OUT OF THE HEARING OF THE REPORTER.) 

THE WITNESS: REDO THE QUESTION. 

MR. KOHLWECK: PLEASE REREAD THE QUESTION. 

(RECORD READ BY REPORTER.) 

THE WITNESS: YES, I DID. 


Q 

A 


BY MR. KOHLWECK: AND WHICH INDIVIDUALS WERE THOSE? 
THOSE WERE MICHAEL FLYNN, HOFFMAN -- I'M NOT SURE 


IF GREENE WAS THERE OR NOT OR IF KEVIN WAS THERE. MICHAEL WAS 
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THE MAIN ONE THAT I SPOKE TO. 

Q ISN’T IT A FACT THAT YOU TOLD EDDIE WALTERS THAT 

YOU HAD SOME DOCUMENTS THAT WERE VERY DETRIMENTAL TO THE CHURCH 
AND DETRIMENTAL TO L. RON HUBBARD? 

A I DON’T RECALL SAYING ANYTHING LIKE THAT. 

Q DID YOU SAY WORDS OF THAT SUBSTANCE OR EFFECT TO 

MR. WALTERS? 

A I DIDN'T HAVE THE DOCUMENTS AT THAT TIME. 

Q PERHAPS I’M CONFUSED. 

YOU HAD SOME DOCUMENTS IN APRIL, BEFORE YOU WENT TO 

CLEARWATER. 

A I HAD A COUPLE WITH ME. 

Q NO. I'M TALKING ABOUT NOT NECESSARILY PHYSICALLY 

WITH YOU IN CLEARWATER AT THAT TIME; I AM TALKING ABOUT YOUR 
DEFINITION OF "POSSESSION." 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: JUST ANSWER THE QUESTION, GERRY. 

THE WITNESS: NO. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: IS IT YOUR TESTIMONY THEN, YOU 

NEVER HAD ANY CONVERSATIONS WHATSOEVER WITH MR. WALTERS AT ANY 
POINT IN TIME CONCERNING DOCUMENTS THAT YOU HAVE OR HAD 
CONCERNING THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OR MR. HUBBARD? 

? 

A IF I SAID ANYTHING, IT WAS VERY BRIEF AND VERY MUCH 

| 

t 

IN PASSING. HE CAME IN AND OUT OF THE ROOM. THAT WAS ABOUT 
IT. 

Q DID YOU MAKE ANY STATEMENTS TO MR. DE WOLFE CONCERN¬ 

ING DOCUMENTS THAT WERE WITHIN YOUR CONTROL AT THAT POINT IN 
TIME CONCERNING THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OR MR. HUBBARD, SENIOR 
A WHAT I SPOKE TO HIM ABOUT -- YEAH. 
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Q 

WHAT DID YOU SAY TO HIM? 

A 

I SHOWED HIM THIS LETTER AT THAT POINT, WHICH SHOWED 


HIM WHO HAD WRITTEN ALL THE LETTERS WHICH WERE PURPORTED TO HAVE 
COME FROM HIS FATHER. 

Q NOW / IT IS MY UNDERSTANDING THAT IN CLEARWATER YOU 

ONLY HAD TWO DOCUMENTS, THIS LIST OF INITIALS OF PEOPLE WHO HAD 
AUTHORED LETTERS TO MR. HUBBARD, JUNIOR, AND ALSO THE MARY SUE 
LETTER; AM I CORRECT IN THAT UNDERSTANDING? 


A 

I BELIEVE SO. 

Q 

DID YOU MENTION ANYTHING TO PAULETTE COOPER ABOUT 

ANY OF THE 

DOCUMENTS WITHIN YOUR CONTROL? 

A 

NO. 

Q 

ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH SOMETHING REFERRED TO AS THE 


L.A• FORUM OR THE L.A. EVENT? 


A 

NO. 

Q 

ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH ANY ACTIVITY THAT IS SUPPOSED 


TO TAKE PLACE IN LOS ANGELES SIMILAR TO THE CLEARWATER INQUIRY? 


A 

NO. 

Q 

YOU HAVE NEVER HEARD OF THAT? 

A 

NO. 

Q 

AFTER YOU LEFT CLEARWATER, WHERE DID YOU GO? 

A 

BACK TO FLORIDA -- I MEAN, BACK TO CALIFORNIA. 

Q 

DO YOU KNOW A PERSON NAMED WILLIAM T. CRAGO, 

C-R-A-G-O? 


A 

YES. 

Q 

WHO IS THAT PERSON? 

A 

HE IS AN ASSOCIATE OF OMAR GARRISON’S. 

Q 

HOW ARE YOU USING THE TERM ’’ASSOCIATE"? 
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A HE IS AN ASSOCIATE OF OMAR'S. 

Q BUT WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY THE WORD "ASSOCIATE"? 

FRIEND? BUSINESS RELATIONSHIP? PARTNER? 

A YES, BUSINESS AND, YOU KNOW, TRUSTED FRIEND. 

Q HE IS ALSO A DIRECTOR OF RALSTON-PILOT COMPANY, 

ISN'T HE? 

A I DON'T KNOW. HE MAY BE. I DON'T KNOW. I'VE 

NEVER HEARD OF THAT. 

Q ARE YOU A DIRECTOR OF RALSTON-PILOT COMPANY? 

A NO. 

Q DO YOU REALIZE THAT YOUR NAME APPEARS ON THE 

CERTIFICATE OF DIRECTORS IN THE STATE OF DELAWARE? DO YOU KNOW 
THAT? 

A NO. 

Q WERE YOU EVER ASKED IF YOU WANTED TO BE A DIRECTOR 

OF RALSTON-PILOT? 

A YES, I WAS. 

Q AND DID YOU -- 

A IT WAS DISCUSSED, YOU KNOW, HOW TO GET ME STARTED 

IN BUSINESS, BUT THAT IS ALL THAT EVER CAME OF IT. 

Q WHO DISCUSSED THAT WITH YOU? 

A OMAR GARRISON. 

Q WHEN. 

A THE EARLY PART OF 1982. 

Q TO THE BEST OF YOUR RECOLLECTION, HE NEVER DISCUSSED 

THAT WITH YOU PRIOR TO THAT? 

A NO. 

Q I WILL REPRESENT TO YOU THAT YOUR NAME APPEARED AS 
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OF EARLY 1981 ON THE OFFICIAL RECORDS AS A DIRECTOR IN THE 
STATE OF DELAWARE. 


A 

1981? 

Q 

1981. 

AFTER OUR LUNCH BREAK I WILL PROVIDE YOU WITH 


DOCUMENTS ON THAT. 



DO YOU KNOW WHO ALANNAH MANNERING IS? 

A 

YEAH. 

Q 

WHO IS ALANNAH MANNERING? 

A 

THAT IS OMAR'S WIFE. 

Q 

IS SHE ALSO A DIRECTOR OF RALSTON-PILOT? 

A 

I DON'T KNOW. 

Q 

HAVE YOU EVER ATTENDED A MEETING OF THE BOARD OF 

DIRECTORS 

OF RALSTON-PILOT? 

A 

NO. 

Q 

HAVE YOU EVER SIGNED ANY DOCUMENTS WHATSOEVER ON 

BEHALF OF 

RALSTON-PILOT? 

MR. 

KOHLWECK: OFF THE RECORD FOR A MOMENT. 

(DISCUSSION OF THE RECORD.) 

Q 

BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, I ASK YOU IF YOU 


RECOGNIZE THIS DOCUMENT THAT I HAVE PLACED IN FRONT OF YOU. 

IT IS STYLED IN THE CAPTION LA VENDA VAN SCHAICK VS. CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA. ET AL ., AND UNDERNEATH THAT APPEARS 
AFFIDAVIT OF GERRY ARMSTRONG. 11 


A 

YES. 

Q 

IS THAT YOUR SIGNATURE AT THE END OF THIS DOCUMENT? 

A 

YES. 


MR♦ KOHLWECK: MAY I HAVE THAT MARKED AS PLAINTIFF 1 S 2, 
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PLEASE. 

(THE AFOREMENTIONED AFFIDAVIT OF GERRY 
ARMSTRONG WAS MARKED BY THE REPORTER 
AS PLAINT IFF * S EXHIBIT NO. 2 (A-F) FOR 
IDENTIFICATION AND IS ATTACHED HERETO.) 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK.' MR. ARMSTRONG, I BELIEVE YOU HAVE 

TESTIFIED THAT THAT IS YOUR SIGNATURE AT THE CONCLUSION OF THIS 
AFFIDAVIT. 


A 

Q 

SOMEBODY 

A 

I -- LET 
WORD. 


ARE YOU IN FACT THE AUTHOR OF THIS AFFIDAVIT. 

YES. 

DID YOU WRITE THE AFFIDAVIT YOURSELF, OR DID 
WRITE IT OUT FOR YOU AFTER AN INTERVIEW OR CONVERSATION 
YES. WELL, AFTER A TALK IT WAS PREPARED, AND THEN 
ME SEE. I DID THE WHOLE THING. I DID IT WORD FOR 


7 


Q ALL RIGHT. AT THIS POINT IN TIME — 

A HOLD ON A MINUTE. THIS IS WHICH ONE? 

YES, I PREPARED ALL OF THIS. 

Q ARE THERE ANY STATEMENTS CONTAINED WITHIN THIS 

DOCUMENT WHICH YOU NOW BELIEVE TO BE UNTRUE? 

A I'LL HAVE TO REVIEW IT. 

Q PLEASE TAKE ALL THE TIME YOU NEED. 

(TIME LAPSE.) 

HAVE YOU HAD A CHANCE TO REVIEW THAT AFFIDAVIT, 
MR. ARMSTRONG? 

A YES. 

Q ARE THERE ANY STATEMENTS IN THERE THAT TODAY YOU 


BELIEVE TO BE UNTRUE THAT YOU WOULD CORRECT? 
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A 

NO. 

Q 

LET'S TURN TO THE THIRD PAGE, WHICH IS PROBABLY 

MARKED 2-C 

ON YOUR COPY. THERE IS SOME INDENTED MATERIAL THERE. 

NOW, ABOVE 

THE INDENTED MATERIAL APPEARS "IN A LETTER TO THE 


HEAD OF SCIENTOLOGY INTHE U.S. IN EARLY 1953, MR. HUBBARD 
STATED, ,T AND THEN WHAT FOLLOWS APPEARS TO BE A VERBATIM QUOTE 


IN THAT IT 

IS INDENTED AND ENCLOSED IN QUOTATION MARKS. 

IS THAT A QUOTATION OF THAT LETTER? 

A 

YES. 

Q 

AND WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF THIS QUOTATION WITHIN 


YOUR AFFIDAVIT? 


A 

FROM A LETTER. 

Q 

DO YOU HAVE THAT LETTER WITHIN YOUR CUSTODY, 


CONTROL OR POSSESSION AT THIS POINT IN TIME? 


A 

NO. 

Q 

WHO DOES HAVE THAT LETTER? 

A 

OMAR GARRISON AND MICHAEL FLYNN. 

Q 

DID YOU MAKE A COPY OF THIS LETTER? 

A 

YES. 

Q 

DO YOU HAVE A COPY OF THAT LETTER WITHIN YOUR 


POSSESSION? 


A 

NO. 

Q 

YOU HAVE NO REPRODUCTION OR LIKENESS WHATSOEVER 


OF THIS CORRESPONDENCE? 


A 

NO. 

Q 

WHEN DID YOU OBTAIN THE INFORMATION IN THIS LETTER 


OR THE LETTER ITSELF OR A COPY OF THE LETTER? 
A AT WHICH POINT? MOST RECENTLY? 
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Q LET 1 S START WITH THE FIRST TIME. 

A THE FIRST TIME WAS FROM ARCHIVES. THAT WAS SOME¬ 
WHERE IN LATE 1981. ! 

Q DID YOU KEEP THIS LETTER WITHIN THE ARCHIVES AT 

THAT POINT IN TIME? 

A YES. I JUST PROVIDED MR. GARRISON WITH A COPY. 

Q WHEN DID YOU NEXT HAVE A COPY OR THE ORIGINAL OF 

THIS LETTER? 

A SOMETIME JUST PRIOR TO THIS. SO IT WOULD BE IN 

THE LATTER PART OF JULY. 

Q WHEN WAS THE LAST TIME THAT YOU HAD POSSESSION OF 

EITHER THE ORIGINAL OR A COPY OF THIS LETTER? 

A SAME PERIOD. 

Q IS MY UNDERSTANDING CORRECT THAT THIS LETTER WAS 

SHOWN TO YOU OR MADE AVAILABLE TO YOU FOR PURPOSES OF WRITING 
THIS AFFIDAVIT? 

i 

A NO. 

Q COULD YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR POSSESSION OF THE 

LETTER. 

A OMAR WAS DOWN HERE IN CALIFORNIA FROM UTAH, AND HE 

HAD A COPY. HE HAD VARIOUS MATERIALS WITH HIM, WHICH I OFFERED I 

I 

TO COPY. AT THAT POINT I COPIED IT AND SENT A COPY TO MICHAEL 

1 

FLYNN. IT WAS AT THAT POINT THAT I PREPARED THIS AFFIDAVIT. 

Q NOW, YOU USED THE TERM "I OFFERED TO COPY." 

DO YOU MEAN THAT YOU REQUESTED THAT YOU BE ABLE TO 

COPY? 

A UH-HUH. 

Q ISN’T IT A FACT THAT YOU SPECIFICALLY ASKED MR. 
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GARRISON FOR A COPY OR SOME FACSIMILE OF THIS LETTER SO THAT 
YOU COULD COPY IT? 

A OH, YES. 

Q AND YOU KNEW IT WAS IN HIS POSSESSION BECAUSE YOU 

HAD PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED IT TO HIM; ISN'T THAT CORRECT? 

A YEAH -- I DIDN'T KNOW THIS PARTICULAR LETTER WAS. 

THIS WAS COINCIDENTAL. 

Q WHAT WERE THE OTHER MATERIALS THAT YOU WERE 

REQUESTING OF MR. GARRISON AT THAT POINT IN TIME? 

A I COPIED A NUMBER OF THINGS FOR HIM. 

Q FOR HIM OR FROM HIM? 

A FOR HIM. 

Q DID HE KNOW THAT YOU WERE MAKING COPIES FOR YOUR 

OWN USE AT THAT POINT IN TIME? 

A I HAVE MENTIONED THAT TO HIM. I DON'T THINK I DID 

ON THAT OCCASION, BUT HE MAY HAVE ASSUMED THAT. 

Q TO THE BEST OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE, HAS MR. GARRISON 

EVER HAD CONVERSATIONS WITH MR. FLYNN? 

A NO. 

Q HAS MR. GARRISON EVER AUTHORIZED YOU ON HIS BEHALF 

TO HAVE CONVERSATIONS WITH MR. FLYNN? 

A NO. 

Q HAS HE EVER AUTHORIZED YOU ON HIS BEHALF TO PROVIDE 

INFORMATION WITHIN HIS CUSTODY AND CONTROL TO MR. FLYNN? 

A NO, NOT SPECIFICALLY. 

Q WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY "NOT SPECIFICALLY"? 

A HE HAS AUTHORIZED ME TO HAVE COPIES OF THE DOCUMENTS 

WHICH I HAVE TAKEN. 
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Q FOR YOUR OWN PERSONAL USE AND POSSESSION? 

A YES. 

Q WAS THERE ANY DISCUSSION OF YOUR PROVIDING COPIES 

OF THOSE COPIES TO THIRD PARTIES OR TO OTHER INDIVIDUALS? 

A NOT SPECIFICALLY. 

Q ARE YOU AWARE OF A CERTAIN -- 

A SECRETARY: THERE IS AN IMPORTANT CALL FOR MR. HELLER. 
MR. KOHLWECK: DO YOU WANT US TO BREAK? 

MR. heller: IT IS UP TO YOU. 

MR. KOHLWECK: WE WILL KEEP GOING. 

(WHEREUPON MR. HELLER LEFT THE ROOM.) 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: ARE YOU AWARE OF A CERTAIN 

CONTRACTUAL RELATIONSHIP WHEREBY MR. GARRISON WAS OR IS UNDER 
CONTRACT TO WRITE A BIOGRAPHY OF L. RON HUBBARD? 

A YES. 

Q HAVE YOU SEEN THAT CONTRACT OR DOCUMENT OR AGREEMENT 


YOURSELF? 

A YES. 

Q DO YOU KNOW IF THAT CONTRACT CONTAINS A CLAUSE 

CONCERNING CONFIDENTIALITY AS TO THE SOURCE OF MATERIAL IN IT? 

A NO. 

Q BY "NO," DO YOU MEAN YOU CAN'T RECALL OR IT 

SPECIFICALLY DOES NOT CONTAIN THAT PROVISION? 

A I CAN'T RECALL. 

Q YOU ARE, THEREFORE, UNSURE WHETHER SUCH A PROVISION 

IS WITHIN THE CONTRACT OR NOT; IS THAT CORRECT? 

A BASICALLY, YES. 

Q HAS MR. GARRISON EVER MENTIONED TO YOU THAT THE 
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MATERIALS WERE FOR HIS USE AND HIS USE ONLY IN WRITING THE 


BIOGRAPHY? 


A 

YES. 

Q 

WHAT DID YOU UNDERSTAND THAT SORT OF COMMENT TO 


MEAN TO YOU? 

A THAT HE WANTED TO MAKE SURE THAT THE MATERIALS WERE 

NOT DISSEMINATED TO ANYONE WHO WOULD SCOOP HIM IN WRITING THE 
BIOGRAPHY. 

Q WHEN WAS THE LAST TIME YOU HAD COMMUNICATION WITH 

MR. GARRISON? 


A 

TWO DAYS AGO. 

Q 

WHAT WAS THE FORM OF THAT COMMUNICATION? 

A 

HE ASKED ME HOW IT WAS GOING. I SAID -- OH, I 


CALLED TO FIND OUT -- YEAH. HE WAS MAINLY INTERESTED IN WHAT 
HAD HAPPENED RELATIVE TO THIS CASE• 


Q 

I BELIEVE YOU SAID THAT HE CALLED YOU? 

A 

YEAH. 

Q 

DID HE CALL YOU AT YOUR WORK OR AT HOME? 

A 

NO, AT HOME. 

Q 

WHAT TIME OF DAY WAS THAT PHONE CALL? 

A 

IT WAS IN THE EVENING. 

1 

Q 

f 

WHAT DID YOU SAY TO MR. GARRISON CONCERNING HIS 


INQUIRY ABOUT HOW THE CASE WAS GOING? 


A 

I SAID THAT THERE WAS A DEPOSITION ON TUESDAY. 

Q 

DID YOU DISCUSS ANY OTHER MATTERS WITH MR. GARRISON? 

A 

OH, WE TALKED ABOUT A NUMBER OF THINGS. IT WAS ALL, 


YOU KNOW, SMALL TALK -- WERE WE GOING TO MOVE, WHEN IS HE 
COMING DOWN, IS HE BRINGING HIS TRUCK, HOW IS HIS PLANTS DOING 
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THAT SORT OF THING. I ASKED HIM HOW THE WRITING WAS GOING. 

Q HAS MR. GARRISON AT ANY POINT IN TIME EVER ASKED 

YOU WHAT YOU WERE DOING WITH THE COPIES THAT YOU MADE OF 
MATERIALS THAT HAD BEEN IN HIS POSSESSION? 

A WE HAVE DISCUSSED IT. 

Q HAS HE EVER EXPRESSED DISPLEASURE THAT COPIES HAVE 

BEEN PROVIDED TO OTHER PERSONS? 

A NO. HE UNDERSTANDS. 

Q WHAT IS IT THAT HE UNDERSTANDS? 

A HE UNDERSTANDS WHY I WOULD DO THAT. 

Q WHY WOULD YOU DO THAT? 

A BECAUSE I FEEL THAT MY LIFE IS IN DANGER. 

Q WHAT LEADS YOU TO THAT CONCLUSION? 

A THE ACTS THAT THE ORGANIZATION HAS TAKEN AGAINST ME. 

Q WHAT ACTS ARE THOSE? 

A THEY BROUGHT OUT TWO DECLARES ON ME. 

Q WHAT DO THOSE DECLARES SAY? 

A THEY ARE SUPPRESSIVE PERSON DECLARES. 

Q AND THOSE MAKE YOU FEARFUL FOR YOUR LIFE; IS THAT 


CORRECT? 

A YES. 

Q CAN YOU NAME ANY SUPPRESSIVE PERSON WHO HAS EVER 

BEEN INJURED IN ANY WAY WHATSOEVER? 

A NO. 

Q HAVE YOU HEARD RUMORS OF ANYONE BEING INJURED 

BECAUSE THEY WERE DECLARED A SUPPRESSIVE PERSON? 

A I HEARD OF AN ASSASSINATION PLAN. 


28 


Q 


WHO DID YOU HEAR THAT FROM? 
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A LAUREL SULLIVAN. 

Q YOU ALSO HEARD IT FROM YOUR WIFE, JOYCE, DIDN'T 

YOU? 


A FROM MY WIFE JOYCE? IT DIDN'T ORIGINATE WITH HER. 

Q WHO WAS SUPPOSED TO BE ASSASSINATED? 

A LORNA LEVETT. 

Q WHEN? 

A I DON’T KNOW THE YEAR. 

Q APPROXIMATELY. 

A 7 0 ' S . 

Q AND WHO WAS SUPPOSED TO ASSASSINATE HER? 

A GUARDIAN'S OFFICE. 

Q FOR WHAT REASON? 

A BECAUSE SHE HAD OR WAS THREATENING TO MAKE PUBLIC 

THE OT-3 MATERIALS. 

Q WAS SHE ASSASSINATED? 

A I DON'T KNOW. 

Q IN FACT, SHE’S VERY MUCH ALIVE IN CANADA RIGHT NOW, 


ISN'T SHE? 

A I HAVE NO IDEA. 

Q HAVE YOU EVER MET LORNA LEVETT? 

A NO. 

Q HAVE YOU EVER HEARD ABOUT THIS ALLEGED ASSASSINATION 

PLOT FROM ANYBODY BESIDES YOUR WIFE JOYCE AND LAUREL SULLIVAN? 

A I NEVER HEARD ABOUT IT FROM JOYCE. I HEARD ABOUT IT 

FROM LAUREL, AND I HEARD ACKNOWLEDGMENTS OF IT FROM TERRI 
GAMBOA AND VAUGHN YOUNG. 

Q TERRI GAMBOA IS YOUR EX-WIFE, IS SHE NOT? 
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YES. 

WHEN DID SHE ACKNOWLEDGE THAT LORNA LEVETT WAS TO 


BE ASSASSINATED? 


A SHE ACKNOWLEDGED THERE WAS A PLAN, AND AT THAT 

TIME SHE ACKNOWLEDGED THERE WAS A PLAN IN EARLY 1982, SAME TIME 
PERIOD, FOR VAUGHN YOUNG. 


WHAT DID SHE SAY IN ACKNOWLEDGING THE EXISTENCE OF 


THIS PLAN? 


SHE MENTIONED THAT, "WE DON'T DO THINGS LIKE THAT 


ANYMORE." AND SHE MENTIONED THAT THE NEW G.O. IS NOT LIKE THAT. 


HAS TERRI GAMBOA EVER BEEN A MEMBER OF THE GUARDIAN'S 


OFFICE? 


NOT TO MY KNOWLEDGE. 


HAS LAUREL SULLIVAN EVER BEEN A MEMBER OF THE 


GUARDIAN'S OFFICE? 


NO. 


HAS VAUGHN YOUNG EVER BEEN A MEMBER OF THE 


GUARDIAN'S OFFICE? 


YES. 


WHAT TIME PERIOD WAS VAUGHN YOUNG EVER A MEMBER OF 


THE GUARDIAN'S OFFICE, IF YOU KNOW. 


I BELIEVE FROM THE EARLY 70'S THROUGH 1981. 


Q WHAT DID VAUGHN YOUNG SAY TO YOU IN ACKNOWLEDGING 

THE PLOT TO ASSASSINATE OR THE ALLEGED PLOT TO ASSASSINATE 
LORNA LEVETT? 

A IT WAS JUST A NOD. IT WAS JUST A SMALL STATEMENT 

THAT, YES, I HAD VALID REASONS AT THAT TIME. 

Q YOU HAD VALID REASONS? 






1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

8 

i 

8 

it 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

10 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

20 

26 

27 


58 


A FOR MY CONCERN. I MENTIONED THAT SCIENTOLOGY 

AND MORE SPECIFICALLY THE GUARDIAN'S OFFICE IS BASED ON THE 
GEHLEN SYSTEM OF INTELLIGENCE. I ALSO SAID THAT THIS IS ONE 
OF THE MOTIVATING FACTORS IN MY GETTING OUT OF THE ORGANIZATION. 
AND I MENTIONED THE ALLEGED PLAN OF ASSASSINATION AGAINST LORNA 
LEVETT. AND HE ACKNOWLEDGED THOSE VARIOUS THINGS. 

Q BY "ACKNOWLEDGED," DO YOU MEAN THAT HE SHOOK HIS 

HEAD AND RECOGNIZED WHAT YOU WERE SAYING, OR DID HE AGREE WITH 
WHAT YOU WERE SAYING? 

A HE AGREED WITH WHAT I WAS SAYING. HE INDICATED 

THAT HE AT LEAST KNEW SOMETHING ABOUT WHAT I WAS SAYING, NOT 
THAT HE WAS NECESSARILY IN ON IT, BUT THAT HE HAD KNOWN ABOUT 
IT, WHETHER HE HAD KNOWN BY HEARSAY OR STATEMENT SUBSEQUENT 
OR AT THE TIME, I DON'T KNOW. I NEVER GOT INTO IT. AGAIN, I 
ONLY BRING THIS UP BECAUSE IT IS SIMPLY IN MY OPINION PART OF 
THE POSSIBLE THREAT TO MY LIFE. 

Q AND, YET, TO THE BEST OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE, NO ONE 

HAS EVER BEEN PHYSICALLY INJURED BY THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY? 

A PHYSICALLY INJURED BY? 

Q YES. 

A I DON'T KNOW THAT. TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE, I 

DON'T KNOW THAT ANYONE WAS PHYSICALLY INJURED AS A RESULT OF AN 
INTENTION -- AS PART OF A DECLARE, PART OF A SUPPRESSIVE PERSON 
DECLARE TO DO SO, PART OF AN ACTION TAKEN AGAINST SOMEONE. 

Q AND IT IS YOUR TESTIMONY, IS IT NOT, THAT TERRI 

GAMBOA, BY WAY OF YOUR WORDS IN ACKNOWLEDGING THE ALLEGED PLOT, 
SAID THE NEW GUARDIAN'S OFFICE DOESN'T DO THINGS LIKE THAT; 

ISN'T THAT A FACT? 
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THAT IS WHAT SHE SAID. 


DID YOU BELIEVE IT? 


NO. 


Q HAS ANYBODY SUGGESTED TO YOU THAT YOU ADD THAT 

STATEMENT TO YOU AFFIDAVITS, THAT YOU ARE IN FEAR OF YOUR LIFE? 

(TIME LAPSE.) 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: DID YOU UNDERSTAND THE QUESTION, GERRY? 
THE WITNESS: YEAH. 

THE FIRST AFFIDAVIT THAT 1 DID, MICHAEL ASKED IF I 
COULD INCLUDE IT. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: WOULD YOU HAVE INCLUDED IT IF HE 

HADN'T ASKED THAT? 

A POSSIBLY. IT'S BEEN A MAJOR CONCERN IN MY LIFE 

SINCE GETTING OUT AND SPECIFICALLY SINCE THE TWO DECLARES. 

Q AND THE MICHAEL WE ARE TALKING ABOUT IS MICHAEL 

J. FLYNN OF BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS; IS THAT CORRECT? 


Q 

A 


YES. 


I BELIEVE YOU STATED YOU DRAFTED THIS AFFIDAVIT? 
YES. 

WAS THAT STATEMENT, THAT LAST LINE -- 
I DID EVERY WORD OF THIS AFFIDAVIT. I ORIGINATED 


IT . 


Q LET ME FINISH MY QUESTION. 

THAT STATEMENT, "... I HAVE BEEN DECLARED AN 
ENEMY, AND I BELIEVE MY LIFE AND MY WIFE'S LIFE ARE IN 
DANGER," WAS THAT STATEMENT INCLUDED IN YOUR ORIGINAL DRAFT THAT 
YOU COMPOSED OF THIS AFFIDAVIT? 

A YES. 
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Q AND THAT WAS AFTER MR. FLYNN ASKED YOU IF YOU COULD 

INCLUDE THAT STATEMENT IN THIS AFFIDAVIT? 

A NO. I ORIGINATED THIS. 

Q PERHAPS I AM CONFUSED. ABOUT TWO MINUTES YOU 

TESTIFIED, ,f MIKE ASKED IF I COULD INCLUDE THAT STATEMENT IN 
MY AFFIDAVIT. 11 

A IN THIS AFFIDAVIT? I INCLUDED IT. I NEVER ASKED 

HIM IF I COULD INCLUDE IT. I ORIGINATED IT. I BELIEVE IT TO 
BE TRUE. 

Q HAVE YOU RECEIVED DOCUMENTS, ARTIFACTS, OR MATERIALS 

FROM ANY PERSON OTHER THAN OMAR GARRISON AT ANY POINT IN TIME 
SINCE YOU LEFT THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY ON OR ABOUT DECEMBER 
12 , 1981 ? 

MS. DRAGOJEV1C: REGARDING WHAT? 

THE WITNESS: YEAH. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OR 

L. RON HUBBARD. 

I 

I 

A YES. 

Q WHO WAS THAT PERSON OR PERSONS? 

A MICHAEL FLYNN. 

Q WHEN WAS THAT? 

j 

A THAT WAS IN PROBABLY JUNE OR JULY. j 

Q WHAT WERE THE DOCUMENTS? 

A THEY WERE DECLARES OF BILL ROBERTSON AND THE GROUP 

WHO DECLARED WITH HIM AND WARREN FRISKE. 

Q NOW, BILL ROBERTSON AND COMPANY ARE ALSO KNOWN AS 

THE GALACTIC PATROL, ARE THEY NOT? 

A IF THAT IS WHAT IT WAS CALLED IN THAT DECLARE. 
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Q HAVE YOU EVER HEARD THE TERM "GALACTIC PATROL"? 

/ 

A I THINK SO. I’VE HEARD THEM CALLED A NUMBER OF 

THINGS, BUT THAT COULD HAVE BEEN ONE OF THEM. 

Q HAVE YOU EVER HEARD HIM REFERRED TO AS "CAPTAIN 

BILL"? 


A OH, YEAH, CAPTAIN BILL. 

Q WHY IS HE CALLED CAPTAIN BILL? 

A HE WAS CALLED CAPTAIN BILL BECAUSE HE WAS A CAPTAIN 

IN THE SEA ORGANIZATION. HE WAS AT ONE TIME ONE OF THE VERY 
SENIOR OFFICIALS. HE WAS CALLED THE DEPUTY COMMODORE. HE WAS 
A SECOND -- THIRD IN COMMAND. FIRST WAS MR. HUBBARD, SECOND 
WAS MARY SUE HUBBARD, AND THIRD WAS CAPTAIN BILL ROBERTSON. 

Q HE WAS ACTUALLY CAPTAIN OF THE SHIP APOLLO . WAS HE 


NOT? 


A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

THE ALLEGED 
A 

Q 

A 

Q 


YES. 

LAUREL SULLIVAN HAS BEEN DECLARED, HAS SHE NOT? 

I DON'T KNOW. 

HAS SHE LEFT THE CHURCH? 

YES. 

DO YOU KNOW WHEN SHE LEFT THE CHURCH? 

IN EARLY DECEMBER. 

WAS IT IN EARLY DECEMBER THAT SHE TOLD YOU ABOUT 
PLOTS TO ASSASSINATE LORNA LEVETT? 

SOMETIME BEFORE THAT. 

APPROXIMATELY HOW LONG IS "SOMETIME"? 

THREE WEEKS -- TWO OR THREE WEEKS. 

HAD SHE, IF YOU KNOW, PRETTY MUCH MADE UP HER MIND 


TO LEAVE THE CHURCH AT THE TIME SHE TOLD YOU ABOUT THE ALLEGED 
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ASSASSINATION PLOT? 

A I DON’T BELIEVE SO. 

Q DID SHE SHOW YOU ANY DOCUMENTS TO SUBSTANTIATE HER 

CLAIM THAT THERE WAS AN ASSASSINATION PLOT OF LORNA LEVETT? 

A NO. 

Q ISN'T IT A FACT SHE MERELY MADE A STATEMENT TO YOU 

THAT SHE KNEW OF AN ALLEGED PLOT TO ASSASSINATE LORNA LEVETT? 

A YES. 

Q HOW MANY LETTERS DO YOU HAVE UNDER YOUR CONTROL OR 

THAT YOU HAVE GIVEN TO OTHER PEOPLE CONCERNING CORRESPONDENCE 
OF MARY SUE HUBBARD? 

A NONE — 

RUN THAT BY ME AGAIN. 

MR. KOHLWECK: LET'S REREAD THE QUESTION, PLEASE. 

(RECORD READ BY REPORTER.) 

THE WITNESS: AS NEAR AS I CAN RECALL, TWO. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWCK: WE'VE TALKED ABOUT ONE OF THOSE 

LETTERS, THE ONE YOU TOOK TO FLORIDA. 

A I THINK THAT IS THE ONLY ONE. 

Q WELL, ISN'T IT A FACT THAT YOU TOLD LAUREL SULLIVAN 

THAT YOU HAD SEVERAL LETTERS THAT YOU WANTED TO RETURN TO 
MARY SUE? 

A I HAD ONE. 

Q JUST ONE? 

A YEAH. 

MR. KOHLWECK: COUNSEL, IS NOW A GOOD TIME TO BREAK FOR 

LUNCH? 


MS. DRAGOJEVIC: 


IT IS A GOOD TIME FOR ME. 
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HOW ABOUT YOU? 


THE WITNESS: YEAH. 


MR. KOHLWECK: RETURN ABOUT 1:30 OR SO? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: FINE. 

(WHEREUPON AT 12:20 P.M. A RECESS WAS 

TAKEN UNTIL 1:45 P.M.) 

MR. KOHLWECK: WHY DON'T WE GO BACK ON THE RECORD. 

Q MR. ARMSTRONG, I WOULD LIKE TO REMIND YOU YOU ARE 

STILL UNDER OATH AT THIS POINT, SO WE WILL JUST CONTINUE WITHOUT 
HAVING YOU RESWORN, IF THAT IS AGREEABLE TO YOU. 

A YEAH. 

Q I SHOW NOW TO YOU AND YOUR COUNSEL A SECOND DOCUMENT, 

WHICH IS CAPTIONED TONJA BURDEN VS. CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF 
CALIFORNIA AND APPEARS TO BE THE AFFIDAVIT OF GERRY ARMSTRONG 
AND ASK YOU IF YOU RECOGNIZE THIS DOCUMENT. 

(TIME LAPSE.) 

A YEAH. 

Q DOES THAT BEAR YOUR SIGNATURE AT THE END OF THE 

DOCUMENT, MR. ARMSTRONG? 

A YES. 

MR. KOHLWECK: WE WILL MARK THIS PLAINTIFF'S 3. 

I WILL PROVIDE YOU WITH AN IDENTICAL COPY FOR YOUR 
COUNSEL'S USE. 


(THE AFOREMENTIONED AFFIDAVIT OF GERRY 
ARMSTRONG RE BURDEN VS. CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY WAS MARKED BY THE REPORTER 
AS PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT NO. 3 (A-H) FOR 
IDENTIFICATION AND IS ATTACHED HERETO.) 
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Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, DID YOU PREPARE 

THIS AFFIDAVIT YOURSELF; BY THAT QUESTION I MEAN ARE THESE 
YOUR WORDS THAT ARE WRITTEN IN OR DID SOMEONE ELSE PREPARE IT 
FOR YOU AND YOU MERELY SIGNED IT? 

A NO. THE MAJORITY OF THESE ARE MY WORDS. 

Q IF WE MIGHT GO THROUGH THE DOCUMENT AND IDENTIFY 

THOSE PARAGRAPHS THAT ARE BASICALLY YOUR WORDS AND PARAGRAPHS 
THAT WERE WRITTEN FOR YOU. 

A OKAY. I SHOULD QUALIFY THAT. ALL OF IT IS BASED 

ON INFORMATION WHICH I PROVIDED. THE FIRST THING AND NUMBER 
ONE WAS PREPARED FOR ME; NUMBER TWO WAS ABOUT 50/50; NUMBER 
THREE IS ALL MINE; NUMBER FOUR IS JUST ABOUT ALL MINE; NUMBER 
FIVE WAS MOSTLY HOW IT WAS PRESENTED TO ME; NUMBER SIX IS 
MOSTLY HOW IT WAS PRESENTED TO ME; NUMBER SEVEN IS ALL MINE; 
NUMBER EIGHT IS ALL MINE; NUMBER NINE IS PRETTY WELL HOW IT WAS 
PRESENTED TO ME. 

Q NOW, WHEN YOU SAY IT WAS PRESENTED TO YOU, MR. 

ARMSTRONG, DO YOU MEAN THAT A ROUGHT DRAFT WAS PREPARED FOR YOUR 
REVIEW AND CORRECTION OR -- 

A YES. 

Q AND THAT WAS A WRITTEN DRAFT PROVIDED TO YOU BY YOUR 


ATTORNEYS? 

A YES. 

Q LET'S TAKE A LOOK AT PARAGRAPH EIGHT IF YOU DON'T 

MIND. I AM GOING TO CHARACTERIZE THIS PARAGRAPH BY SAYING THAT 
IT APPEARS TO BE A COLLECTION OF MATERIALS THAT YOU ALLEGE YOU 
CAME ACROSS DURING THE PERIOD OF TIME YOU WERE THE ARCHIVIST 
AND THAT THESE ARE YOUR REPRESENTATIONS AS TO THE TRUE FACTS 
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CONCERNING MR. HUBBARD'S LIFE. 

A YES. 

Q WOULD YOU AGREE THAT IS A TRUE CHARACTERIZATION OF 

THIS PARAGRAPH EIGHT? 

A YES. 

Q LET'S GO THROUGH HERE, IF YOU DON'T MIND, LINE BY 

LINE. LET'S START WITH THE SENTENCE THAT SAYS, "DURING 1980 
AND 1981 I ACQUIRED CONSIDERABLE INFORMATION ABOUT THE BACK¬ 
GROUND OF MR. HUBBARD. I SAW THOUSANDS OF DOCUMENTS, MANY IN 
MR. GUBBARD'S HANDWRITING . . . ." 

DO YOU NOW HAVE IN YOUR POSSESSION OR UNDER YOUR 
CONTROL ANY DOCUMENTS IN MR. HUBBARD'S OWN HANDWRITING? 

A WITH MY ATTORNEYS. 

Q ARE THOSE ORIGINAL DOCUMENTS OR ARE THEY COPIES OF 

THE DOCUMENTS? 

A SOME ARE ORIGINAL. 

Q NOW, AS TO THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENTS, WHICH ONES CAN 

YOU RECALL BEING EITHER IN YOUR POSSESSION OR THE POSSESSION OF 
YOUR ATTORNEYS? 

A THERE ARE -- 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: JUST A SECOND. 

(DISCUSSION BETWEEN THE WITNESS AND HIS 

COUNSEL OUT OF THE HEARING OF THE REPORTER.) 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: COULD I HAVE THE QUESTION REREAD, PLEASE. 

MR. kohlweck: CERTAINLY. 

(RECORD READ BY REPORTER.) 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I AM GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT QUESTION 
BASED ON THE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE AND INSTRUCT THE WITNESS 



















NOT 


TO ANSWER. 


MR. KOHLWECK: LET'S LAY THE FOUNDATION. 

Q WHAT ARE THE CONTENTS OF THE DOCUMENTS? 

MS . DRAGOJEVIC: I AM GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT -- 

MR. KOHLWECK: COUNSEL, ON WHAT GROUNDS? WE ARE GOING 
TO WIND UP IN LAW AND MOTION FOR A LONG TIME. HE IS NOT THE 
AUTHOR OF THESE DOCUMENTS. 

MS. DRAGJEVIC : I JUST TOLD YOU I AM OBJECTING ON THE 
GROUNDS OF THE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE. 

MR KOHLWECK: CERTIFY THE QUESTION. 

Q WHEN WERE THE LETTERS WRITTEN? 

A (NO RESPONSE.) 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: GO AHEAD. 

THE WITNESS: 19 — PRINCIPALLY IN THE EARLY 1950'S. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: DO YOU MAKE ANY CLAIM OF RIGHT 

EITHER UNDER POSSESSION OR COLOR OF LAW THAT THESE DOCUMENTS 
ARE YOUR PROPERTY? 

DO YOU UNDERSTAND MY QUESTION? 

A NO. 

Q DO YOU CLAIM ANY OWNERSHIP INTEREST WHATSOEVER IN 

THESE DOCUMENTS? 

A I'M NOT SURE IF I REALLY UNDERSTAND THAT QUESTION 

YOU KNOW, AS TO WHAT THE LAW SEES AS OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS. 

I DON’T FULLY UNDERSTAND THAT QUESTION. 

Q DO YOU KNOW WHAT THE WORD "OWNERSHIP" MEANS? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I AM GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT QUESTION 
IN THAT IT CALLS FOR HIM TO DRAW A LEGAL CONCLUSION. I AM 
GOING TO INSTRUCT HIM NOT TO ANSWER THE QUESTION. 
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Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, DO YOU OWN A CAR? 

A YES. 

Q DO YOU UNDERSTAND THE MANNER IN WHICH YOU OWN THAT 

CAR? 

A YES. 

Q USING THAT SAME DEFINITION -- AND YOU DO NOT HAVE 

TO TELL US WHAT IT IS -- DO YOU OWN THE DOCUMENTS THAT WE ARE 
NOW TALKING ABOUT? 

A NO. 

Q WHO DOES OWN THEM, IF YOU KNOW? 

- —(DISCUSSION BETWEEN THE WITNESS AND - 

HIS COUNSEL OUT OF THE HEARING OF 
THE REPORTER.) 

THE WITNESS.* L. RON HUBBARD. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: AND UPON WHAT DO YOU BASE THAT 

INFORMATION? 

A THEY WERE TAKEN FROM HIS ARCHIVES AND GIVEN TO OMAR 

GARRISON. 

Q WHEN YOU SAY, "HIS ARCHIVES," WHERE WERE THOSE 

ARCHIVES PHYSICALLY LOCATED? 

A THEY WERE LOCATED IN A COUPLE OF LOCATIONS, VARIOUS 

LOCATIONS, BUT PRINCIPALLY IN GILMAN HOT SPRINGS. 

Q DO YOU KNOW WHO OWNS TITLE TO GILMAN HOT SPRINGS? 

A NO. 

Q I WILL REPRESENT TO YOU THE PERSON WHOSE NAME 

APPEARS ON THAT DEED IS JOHN G. PETERSON, ATTORNEY AT LAW, 
MARINA DEL REY. 


DO YOU HAVE ANY REASON TO DISBELIEVE MY 
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REPRESENTATION? 

A ON WHICH? THE DEED -- 

Q THE DEED OF THE HOT SPRINGS; JOHN D. PETERSON, 

ATTORNEY AT LAW, MARINA DEL REY. DO YOU HAVE ANY REASON TO 
DISBELIEVE THAT REPRESENTATION? 


Q 

A 


NO. 

DO YOU BELIEVE MR. HUBBARD OWNS GILMAN HOT SPRINGS? 
I DON'T KNOW THAT. 

WAS PART OF THE ARCHIVES PROJECT ALSO HOUSED AT 


SOMETHING COMMONLY REFERRED TO AS THE CEDARS COMPLEX? DO YOU 
KNOW WHAT I MEAN BY "CEDARS COMPLEX"? 

A YES. 


Q 

A 


CAN YOU ANSWER MY QUESTION? 


YES. 


WERE PART OF THE ARCHIVES HOUSED AT THE CEDARS 


COMPLEX? 

A YES. I MOVED THE MAJORITY OF THE ARCHIVES FROM 

GILMAN HOT SPRINGS TO THE CEDARS COMPLEX. 

Q WERE ANY OF THE DOCUMENTS THAT WERE IN MR. HUBBARD'S 

HANDWRITING ENCLOSED IN THAT AREA THAT YOU MOVED THE ARCHIVES 

TO AT THE CEDARS COMPLEX? 

A YES. 

Q DO YOU HAVE ANY REASON TO BELIEVE THAT THOSE 

DOCUMENTS ARE NOT THE PROPERTY OF THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF 
CALIFORNIA? 

A YES. I BELIEVE THEY ARE MR. HUBBARD'S. 

Q UPON WHAT DO YOU BASE THAT BELIEF? 

A ON THE FACT THAT THEY CAME FROM WHERE HIS MATERIALS/ 
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HIS OWN PROPERTY, WAS KEPT. HIS PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE TOLD ME 
THAT. WE DEALT WITH HIS PERSONAL ATTORNEY REGARDING THE 
ARCHIVES MATERIALS. HIS PERSONAL ATTORNEY INSTRUCTED OR WROTE 
THAT THEY WERE MR. HUBBARD'S MATERIALS. 

Q NOW, UNDER WHAT AUTHORITY DID MR. HUBBARD OR ANY OF 

HIS REPRESENTATIVES GIVE YOU TO REMOVE WHAT YOU CALL HIS 
PROPERTY FROM THOSE PREMISES? 

A I WAS ASSIGNED TO THE BIOGRAPHY PROJECT. I ACTUALLY 

PETITIONED MR. HUBBARD TO DO THAT PROJECT, AND I WAS REQUIRED 
BY THE CONTRACT WITH OMAR GARRISON TO PROVIDE HIM WITH DOCUMEN¬ 
TATION. THE CONTRACT DID NOT SPECIFY ORIGINALS OR OTHERWISE. 

Q DID THAT CONTRACT ALSO SPECIFY THAT YOU WOULD TAKE 

THE SUBJECT DOCUMENTS TO YOUR ATTORNEYS? 

A NO. 

Q THEN, BY WHAT AUTHORITY HAVE YOU PROVIDED THOSE 

DOCUMENTS THAT YOU CLAIM TO BE OWNED BY L. RON HUBBARD TO YOUR 
ATTORNEYS? 

A I DID IT ON THE BASIS OF THREATS AGAINST ME AND THE 

ACTS AGAINST ME BY THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY AND/OR DIRECTED BY 
MR. HUBBARD. 

Q WHAT WAS YOUR PURPOSE IN TAKING THESE DOCUMENTS? 

DID YOU HOPE TO EXTORT PEACE BY HAVING POSSESSION OF THEM? 

A I HOPED -- 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I AM GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT IN THAT IT 
IS ARGUMENTATIVE. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECKI WELL, TELL US IN YOUR OWN WORDS 

WHAT YOU HOPED TO ACCOMPLISH. 

A I HOPED TO BRING TO LIGHT THE TRUTH AND PERHAPS PUT 
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AN END TO THE HARASSMENT OF ME AS AN INDIVIDUAL AND MY WIFE 
AND MAKE IT SAFE FOR MY LIFE TO EXIST. 


Q 

A 


WHO IS BILL FRANKS? 

BILL FRANKS WAS THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF SCIENTOLOGY 


WHEN IS THE LAST TIME YOU HAD A COMMUNICATION OF ANY 


NATURE WHATSOEVER WITH MR. FRANKS? 


SOMETIME IN 1981. 


Q AND WHAT ARE THE THREATS THAT HAVE BEEN MADE UPON 

YOU AND YOUR WIFE FROM SCIENTOLOGY? 

A THERE WERE THE TWO DECLARES WHICH CAME OUT, AND 

THERE WAS ALSO THE FACT THAT THE ORGANIZATION TOOK SOME MATERIALS 
WHICH WAS NOT THEIRS AND WHICH WAS IN MY CARE AND WHICH AMOUNTED 
TO A TOTAL OF $4,000 IN VALUE, WHICH I WAS PROMISED. THEY TOOK 
THOSE MATERIALS AND REFUSED TO RETURN THEM. THEY TOLD ME THEY 
WERE WITH THEIR ATTORNEYS. I WAS TOLD AT THAT POINT TO GET AN 
ATTORNEY MYSELF. THEY REFUSED TO COMMUNICATE. 


Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 


WHAT ARE THE MATERIALS WE ARE TALKING ABOUT? 

THEY WERE PHOTOGRAPHS. 

OF WHO? 

L. RON HUBBARD. 

WHO PROMISED YOU $4,000 FOR THEM? 

AN INDIVIDUAL BY THE NAME OF VIRGIL WILHITE. 

WHO IS VIRGIL WILHITE? 

VIRGIL WILHITE IS -- HE'S A PERSON I'VE KNOWN FOR 


PROBABLY TWO YEARS. HE MAKES A LIVING IN SELLING -- DEALING 
IN HUBBARD IAN MEMORABILIA AND MATERIALS. HE WAS A PERSONAL 
FRIEND OF MINE. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: UUST A MOMENT. 
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(DISCUSSION BETWEEN THE WITNESS AND 
HIS COUNSEL OUT OF THE HEARING OF THE 
REPORTER.) 

THE WITNESS: I WOULD LIKE TO STRESS THAT THOSE PHOTOGRAPH 
DID NOT BELONG TO THE ORGANIZATION IN ANY WAY. THEY WERE GIVEN 
TO ME ON A BUSINESS DEAL AND WERE TAKEN BY THE ORGANIZATION BY 
ORGANIZATION INDIVIDUALS. THEN THEY WERE REFUSED BACK TO ME. 

MR. KOHLWECK: MOVE TO STRIKE -- 

THE WITNESS: THEY WERE OWNED BY JIM DINCALCI AND NANCY 
DINCALCI AND MIKE AND KIMA DOUGLAS. 

MR. KOHLWECK: MOVE TO STRIKE THE ANSWER. THERE WAS NO 
QUESTION. 


S 


Q DID YOUR COUNSEL ASK YOU TO GIVE THAT ANSWER DURING 

YOUR DISCUSSION? 

A NO. 

Q THIS DEPOSITION WILL GO A LOT SMOOTHER IF YOU WAIT 

FOR ME TO ASK THE QUESTIONS. 

A ALL RIGHT. 

Q DID THEY TAKE THE PICTURES? 

A WHO? 

Q THE DINCALCIS. 

A WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY THAT? 

Q LOADED A CAMERA WITH FILM AND PUSHED THE SHUTTER 

BUTTON. 

A YES. 

Q AND HOW DID THEY COME INTO YOUR POSSESSION? 

A I AM A FRIEND OF THE DINCALCIS. THEY HAPPENED TO 

HAVE THESE PHOTOGRAPHS. I WAS MAKING A BUSINESS DEAL WITH 
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VIRGIL WILHITE. I WAS ALSO SELLING SOME OF MY OWN PHOTOGRAPHS 
WHICH WERE MY POSSESSIONS. I ALSO KNEW OF THESE OTHER ONES. 

JUST IN CONVERSATION WITH THESE PEOPLE, I LEARNED THAT THEY HAD 
THEM, AND KNOWING THAT VIRGIL WANTED TO BUY PHOTOGRAPHS, I 
OFFERED TO GIVE THEM TO HIM TO MAKE THE BUSINESS DEAL FOR HIM. 

I WAS, MYSELF, RECEIVING NO MONEY FOR IT, OTHER THAN THE FACT 
THAT I WAS SELLING MY OWN PHOTOS AT $2,000. WE HAD A GUARANTEED 
BUSINESS ARRANGEMENT. 

Q NOW, YOU HAVE JUST TESTIFIED A MOMENT AGO THAT 

MR. WILHITE MAKES HIS LIVING BY BUYING AND SELLING MEMORABILIA; 
IS THAT A CORRECT STATEMENT? 


A YES. HE ALSO RUNS A SMALL PUBLISHING COMPANY. YEAH!, 

THAT IS REALLY HOW HE HAS MADE HIS MONEY. 

Q AND HE IS REALLY AN EMPLOYEE WHO ALSO PUBLISHED A 

LITTLE BOOKLET CALLED THE WAY TO HAPPINESS . IS HE NOT? 

A HE IS THE OWNER OF THAT PUBLISHING COMPANY. 

Q AND HE DERIVES CERTAIN INCOME FROM THE PUBLISHING 

OF DOCUMENTS AND BOOKLETS FOR THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY, DOES 


HE NOT? 


YES, HE DOES. 

WHEN DID THE SCIENTOLOGISTS ALLEGEDLY STEAL THESE 


PHOTOGRAPHS FROM YOU? 


Q 

A 


SOMETIME NEAR THE END OF APRIL. 


WHERE? 


FROM HIM. 


FROM MR. WILHITE? 


YES. 


HE TOLD YOU THEY STOLE THEM? 
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A HE TOLD ME THAT AFTER HE HAD MADE THE DEAL AND I 

HAD GIVEN HIM THE PHOTOGRAPHS THAT HE WAS IN CONTACT WITH SOME¬ 
ONE IN THE ORGANIZATION AND WAS TOLD AT THAT POINT ABOUT THE 
DECLARE ON ME. AND KNOWING ABOUT THE DECLARE ON ME, HE THEN 
DECIDED TO TURN THE PHOTOGRAPHS OVER TO THEM. THEY WERE NOT 
HIS PROPERTY TO TURN OVER. 

Q NOW, I AM CONFUSED, BECAUSE A MOMENT AGO YOU 

TESTIFIED THAT THE SCIENTOLOGISTS STOLE THESE PHOTOGRAPHS. 

NOW YOU JUST TESTIFIED THEY WERE TURNED OVER TO THE SCIENTOLO¬ 
GISTS. 

WHICH IS IT? 

A LET ME REPHRASE IT, THEN. ONCE THEY WERE IN THE 

SCIENTOLOGISTS* POSSESSION, AND EVEN THOUGH I LODGED A PROTEST 
WITH THEM AND EVEN THOUGH THEY KNEW THEY HAD AT LEAST MY STATE¬ 
MENT -- THEY HAD AT LEAST JIM DINCALCI’S STATEMENT AND HAD AT 
LEAST KIM DOUGLAS’ STATEMENT THAT THEY WERE THEIR PHOTOS AND 
THEY WERE NOT THE ORGANIZATION'S PHOTOS OR L. RON HUBBARD’S 
PHOTOS -- EVEN THOUGH THAT HAPPENED, THEY YET RETAINED CONTROL 
OF THEM. NOW, THAT COMES DOWN, AS FAR AS I AM CONCERNED -- I 
DON’T KNOW WHAT THE LEGAL WORD FOR IT IS, BUT IT IS THEFT. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: YOU HAVE ANSWERED THE QUESTION. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: IS THAT LIKE YOUR RETAINING 

CONTROL OF THE L. RON HUBBARD RECORDS? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: ARGUMENTATIVE. INSTRUCT THE WITNESS NOT 
TO ANSWER. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: ARE YOU RETAINING CONTROL OF THE 

SAME L. RON HUBBARD LETTERS IN THE SAME MANNER AS THEY ARE 


RETAINING CONTROL OF THE PHOTOGRAPHS? 
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A NO. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OBJECTION -- 

MR # KOHLWECK: THAT IS NOT ARGUMENTATIVE. 

Q WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE? 

A THE DIFFERENCE IS I REQUESTED THEM BACK; L. RON 

HUBBARD DID NOT. 

Q I THINK I UNDERSTAND. IT IS OKAY TO TAKE SOMETHING 

IF NOBODY ASKS FOR IT; RIGHT? 

THAT IS ARGUMENTATIVE. STRIKE IT. 

DO YOU KNOW A PERSON NAMED BARBARA SNADER? 

A YES. 

Q WHO IS SHE? 

A BARBARA SNADER WAS A WOMAN WHO I MET IN — WHEN WAS 

THE DATE? — MID-1980, I BELIEVE, AND I INTERVIEWED HER RELA¬ 
TIVE TO THE HUBBARD BIOGRAPHY. SHE HAD SOME MATERIALS. 

I PURCHASED THOSE MATERIALS. 

Q HOW MUCH DID YOU PURCHASE THOSE MATERIALS FOR? 

A OH, I THINK IT WAS $4,000, OR SOMETHING LIKE THAT -- 

$4400, $4,000. I'M NOT SURE. 

Q AND WHAT WERE THOSE MATERIALS? 

A THOSE WERE MATERIALS WHICH SHE HAD RETAINED IN HER 

POSSESSION FROM A PERIOD IN WHICH SHE WAS L. RON HUBBARD'S GIRL 

W-. . ' 

' " A'.*** ■ • -tTTf.r n crrnTi , • -flf 

FRIEND IN EARLY 1951. 

Q NOW, DID YOU COMPLETE A C.S.W.? DO YOU KNOW WHAT 

A C .S .W. IS? 

A YES. 

Q OR A P.O. IN ORDER TO ACQUIRE FUNDS TO PURCHASE 


THOSE DOCUMENTS? 
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A YES. 

Q HAVE YOU RETAINED COPIES OR ORIGINALS OF THOSE 


DOCUMENTS? 

A I DON'T THINK I HAVE ANY OF THOSE. 

Q HAVE YOU PROVIDED THEM TO ANYONE ELSE? 

A NO. 

Q WERE YOUR INTERVIEWS WITH BARBARA SNADER TAPE 

RECORDED? 

A YES. 

Q WERE THOSE TAPE RECORDINGS TRANSCRIBED? 

A YEAH, THERE WAS A COUPLE -- YEAH, THE MAIN ONE WAS, 

ANYWAY. 


Q HAVE YOU RETAINED COPIES OF EITHER THE TAPE 

RECORDING OR THE TRANSCRIPTION OF THOSE INTERVIEWS? 

A NO. 


Q HAVE YOU AT ANYTIME HAD COPIES OR THE ORIGINALS 

OF THOSE TAPE RECORDINGS OR TRANSCRIPTIONS? 

A OMAR HAS ALL THAT STUFF, I THINK. HE DOESN'T HAVE - 

TO MY RECOLLECTION, HE DOES NOT HAVE THE ORIGINAL MATERIALS. 

HE MAY OR MAY NOT HAVE THE TAPE RECORDING. I LEFT A NUMBER OF 
TAPE RECORDINGS IN THE ORGANIZATION. THERE IS A LOT OF THEM 
THERE. SOME OF THEM HE MAY HAVE, IF THEY WERE OF PARTICULAR 
INTEREST. 


Q NOW, YOU ALLEGE THE SCIENTOLOGISTS TOOK, QUOTE, 

YOUR PHOTOS, CLOSE QUOTE. 

DO YOU VIEW THAT AS A THREAT TO YOU IN SOME WAY? 
A I SEE THAT AS A MANIFESTATION OF THE FAIR-GAME 



POLICY, THAT I HAVE NO RIGHT TO PROPERTY. 
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Q DO YOU VIEW IT IN THE SAME CONTEXT AS YOUR RETAINING 

THE L. RON HUBBARD RECORDS? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OBJECTION. I THINK THAT IS AN ARGUMEN¬ 
TATIVE QUESTION. INSTRUCT HIM NOT TO ANSWER. 

MR. KOHLWECK: I AM ENTITLED TO KNOW HIS INTENT IN 

RETAINING THOSE DOCUMENTS. 

Q DO YOU HAVE ANY INTENT WHATSOEVER IN RETAINING THOSE 

L. RON HUBBARD DOCUMENTS? IN OTHER WORDS, WHAT IS YOUR PURPOSE 
FOR HAVING THOSE? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I AM GOING TO OBJECT. THAT QUESTION 

HAS BEEN ASKED AND ANSWERED. j 

MR. KOHLWECK: YOU ARE MERELY OBJECTING? YOU ARE NOT 
INSTRUCTING HIM NOT TO ANSWER? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I INSTRUCT HIM NOT TO ANSWER. 

MR. KOHLWECK: I DON'T BELIEVE THAT QUESTION HAS BEEN 
ANSWERED. 

MR. HELLER: HE MAY HAVE ASKED IT IN A DIFFERENT CONTEXT. 

I 

I WANT TO CLARIFY THAT THE UNDERSTANDING THAT I HAVE OF THE 
ANSWER TO THE QUESTION THAT MAY HAVE BEEN ASKED IN A DIFFERENT 
CONTEXT WAS HE TOOK IT BECAUSE THERE WERE THREATS TO HIM AND 
HE WANTED TO PREVENT THOSE THREATS FROM OCCURRING AND THEN 

: 

DELINEATE THAT THE TWO THREATS WERE, ONE, BEING TWO DECLARES; 

AND, TWO, THAT THE PHOTOS WERE TAKEN. I WOULD JUST ASK, IS 
THAT THE ANSWER TO THAT QUESTION? IT WASN'T ASKED IN THAT WAY. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: THAT WAS THE ANSWER TO THAT QUESTION, 

AS I UNDERSTAND IT. 

MR. heller: OKAY. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: NOW, LET'S GO BACK TO MY ORIGINAL 
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QUESTION WHICH HAS BEEN OBJECTED TO ON PRIVILEGE. 

WHAT ARE THE DOCUMENTS IN L. RON HUBBARD'S HAND¬ 
WRITING OR COPIES OF DOCUMENTS THAT HAVE BEEN PROVIDED TO 
ATTORNEYS AND POSSIBLY OTHER PERSONS? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I AM GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT QUESTION ON 
THE GROUNDS OF ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE AND INSTRUCT THE 
WITNESS NOT TO ANSWER WITH RESPECT TO ATTORNEYS. 

MR. HELLER: YOU OBJECTION IS BASED ON THE FACT THAT 
DOCUMENTS THAT NOT ONLY EXISTED PRIOR TO YOUR RETENTION BUT IN 
FACT WERE AT THE VERY LEAST L. RON HUBBARD'S DOCUMENTS THAT 
WERE TAKEN BY MR. ARMSTRONG, WHICH DOCUMENTS WERE IN FACT 
SUPPLIED TO YOU AS AN ATTORNEY, AND YOU THINK THAT MAKES THEM 
PRIVILEGED DOCUMENTS AND CANNOT BE IDENTIFIED? IS THAT THE 
BASIS? THE REASON I ASK YOU TO STATE THE BASIS FOR THE 
PRIVILEGE, I BELIEVE IT IS VERY FRIVOLOUS. I WANT YOU TO STICK 
TO YOUR OBJECTION, BECAUSE THERE IS LITTLE DOUBT WE ARE GOING 
TO BE DOWN THERE TO FIND OUT IF IT IS PRIVILEGED. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I WILL STICK TO THE OBJECTION. 

MR. HELLER.* AND YOU WON'T EXPLAIN THE BASIS OF YOUR 
OBJECTION EVEN IN LIGHT OF MY STATEMENT? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: MY OBJECTION STANDS AS IT IS. I WILL 
MAKE ANY EXPLANATION THAT I HAVE TO IN OPPOSITION PAPERS. 

MR. HELLER: AND UNDERSTANDING THAT THE WHOLE INTENT OF 
THIS LAWSUIT, BY THE WAY, IS WE HAVE ASKED FOR RETURN OF 
DOCUMENTS WHICH WE ALLEGE BELONG TO US, AND UNDERSTANDING THAT, 
YOU ARE STILL REFUSING TO IDENTIFY THOSE DOCUMENTS? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: WE HAVE NOT REFUSED TO TURN OVER THE 
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DOCUMENTS. WE HAVE NOT AT THIS TIME RESPONDED TO THE REQUEST 
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FOR PRODUCTION. SO I THINK YOU ARE MAKING AN ASSUMPTION THAT 
YOU DON'T KNOW IS BASED ON FACT. 

MR. HELLER: SO YOU ARE SAYING YOU MAY WAIVE THIS 
ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE SOMETIME IN THE FUTURE BY IN SOME WAY 
INDIRECTLY IDENTIFYING THESE DOCUMENTS? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: THAT IS SOMETHING THAT HAS NOT BEEN 
DETERMINED AT THIS POINT. AT THIS TIME I WILL ASSERT THE 
ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE. 

MR. HELLER: IN OTHER WORDS, YOU ARE GOING TO ASSERT THE 

PRIVILEGE FOR THE PURPOSE OF THIS DEPOSITION AND YOUR CLIENT j 

1 

WILL NOT ANSWER DIRECT QUESTIONS TO HIM, AND THEN AT SOME LATER 
TIME YOU MAY WAIVE THE PRIVILEGE BY PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS -- 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: AT THIS TIME WE ARE ASSERTING THE ATTORNEY- 

4 

CLIENT PRIVILEGE. I AM NOT SAYING THE DOCUMENTS WILL OR WILL 
NOT BE PRODUCED. 

MR. HELLER: THEREBY WAIVING THE PRIVILEGE AFTER PRODUC¬ 
TION OF THOSE DOCUMENTS? 

I 

I 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: NO. I DIDN'T SAY THAT. 

i 

MR. KOHLWECK: I WILL PUT A REPRESENTATION ON THE RECORD 
THAT AS AN EXPERIENCED TRIAL COUNSEL IN CALIFORNIA THAT I 
CONSIDER THE OBJECTION TO BE ENTIRELY FRIVOLOUS AND WITHOUT 

I 

! 

GROUNDS AND THAT IF I AM FORCED TO MAKE A MOTION TO COMPEL, I j 

f 

WILL ASK FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES. I WANT YOU TO BE ADEQUATELY 

. 

I 

FOREWARNED, BECAUSE I DO CONSIDER THE GROUNDS FOR NOT ANSWERING 
THESE QUESTIONS FRIVOLOUS, AND I WILL GO FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES. 

ALL RIGHT. LET’S MOVE ALONG HERE. 

THIS PARAGRAPH TALKS ABOUT THESE DOCUMENTS 
PERSONALLY AUTHORED BY L. RON HUBBARD. I BELIEVE WE HAVE 
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IDENTIFIED ONE FOR CERTAIN AND POSSIBLY A SECOND DOCUMENT 
AUTHORED BY MARY SUE HUBBARD. 

NOW, DURING LUNCH HAVE ANY OTHER DOCUMENTS COME TO 
MIND THAT WERE AUTHORED BY L. RON HUBBARD OR MARY SUE HUBBARD 
THAT YOU EITHER HAVE COPIES OF OR ORIGINALS OF? 

A THAT I HAVE ANY? 

Q YES. 

A NO. 

Q SO YOU HAVE NO OTHERS, OTHER THAN THE ONE THAT YOU 

TOOK WITH YOU TO CLEARWATER? 

A AGAIN, WE ARE TALKING ABOUT WHAT MY ATTORNEY MAY 

HAVE; IS THAT CORRECT? 

Q I AM TALKING ABOUT DOCUMENTS WITHIN YOUR CONTROL. 

NOW, IN CASE YOUR COUNSEL HASN'T TOLD YOU, A CLIENT ALWAYS 
OWNS THE ATTORNEY'S FILE. SO ANY DOCUMENT THE CLIENT PUTS IN 
THAT FILE IS ALWAYS WITHIN THE CLIENT'S CONTROL, UNLESS COUNSEL 
DISAGREES WITH ME ON THAT REPRESENTATION. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: NO. 

THE WITNESS: SO THERE ARE -- 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: WHAT WAS THE QUESTION, AGAIN? 

MR. KOHLWECK: ARE THERE ANY DOCUMENTS BESIDES THE ONE 
WE HAVE CLEARLY IDENTIFIED AUTHORED BY MARY SUE HUBBARD THAT 
WENT WITH THE DEPONENT TO CLEARWATER, FLORIDA, THAT COME TO 
MIND AFTER THE BREAK FROM LUNCH. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: CAN I HAVE JUST A MOMENT? 

(DISCUSSION BETWEEN THE WITNESS AND HIS 
COUNSEL OUT OF THE HEARING OF THE REPORTER.) 

THE WITNESS: YES, THERE ARE SOME MORE DOCUMENTS, MARY SUE 
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HUBBARD * S. 

Q 

A 

MAY BE HALF 

Q 

LETTERS; IS 
A 

Q 

LETTERS? 

A 

Q 

THESE LETTERS PERTAIN TO? 

A 1966, ’67. 

Q AND THE SUBJECT MATTER OF THESE LETTERS? 

A SOME ARE TO DO WITH RESPONSE TO THINGS THAT HE HAS 

ORDERED -- FOR THE MOST PART, THEY ARE JUST LITTLE NOTES, NO 
LONG LETTERS. THEY ARE ABOUT THINGS HE'S ORDERED REGARDING 
PROPERTY. THERE ARE MENTIONS OF HER PLANS TO COME AND VISIT 
HIM, MENTIONS OF THINGS TO DO WITH BOATS, HIS YACHTS. THAT IS 
PRINCIPALLY IT, AS I RECALL. 

Q ARE THESE LETTERS IN ANY WAY DEMEANING OR DEROGA¬ 

TORY TO MARY SUE HUBBARD? 

A NO. 

Q WHERE WAS IT THAT YOU CAME INTO POSSESSION OF THESE 

LETTERS OR COPIES OF LETTERS? 

A IN THE ARCHIVES. 

Q WHILE YOU WERE -- I WILL USE THE TERM "HATTED" — 


BY MR. KOHLWECK: CAN YOU IDENTIFY THOSE DOCUMENTS? 
TO MY RECOLLECTION, THERE ARE A FEW LETTERS -- THERE 
A DOZEN, MAYBE A DOZEN. 

I AM ASSUMING MARY SUE HUBBARD IS THE AUTHOR OF THES 
THAT CORRECT? 

YES. 

CAN YOU RECALL WHO THE ADDRESSEES ARE OF THOSE 

L. RON HUBBARD. 

CAN YOU RECALL THE APPROXIMATE TIME PERIOD THAT 


AS THE ARCHIVIST? 
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A WHAT PERIOD OF TIME ARE WE TALKING ABOUT HERE? 

Q YOU TELL ME. I AM RESPONDING -- QUESTIONING OFF 

YOUR ANSWERS. YOU SAID YOU GOT THESE RECORDS FROM THE ARCHIVES. 

A AND YOU SAID WHEN DID I COME INTO POSSESSION OF THEM 

Q YES. 

A I HAD POSSESSION OF THEM ON TWO SEPARATE OCCASIONS. 

Q THE FIRST TIME WAS WHEN? 

A THE FIRST TIME WAS WHEN I WAS IN ARCHIVES. 

Q WHEN WAS THE SECOND TIME? 

A WHEN I BORROWED THEM FROM OMAR GARRISON TO MAKE 




COPIES. 

Q WHAT WAS YOUR PURPOSE WHEN YOU BORROWED THEM THE 

SECOND TIME FROM OMAR GARRISON? 

A TO MAKE COPIES. 

Q I UNDERSTAND THAT. 

WHY DID YOU WANT COPIES? 

A BECAUSE OMAR FELT THAT THE ORGANIZATION MAY STEAL 

THE COPIES WHICH HE HAD — THEY MAY STEAL THE BIOGRAPHICAL 
INFORMATION WHICH HE HAD. SO HE WANTED TO HAVE A SEPARATE SET 
OF COPIES SO THAT HE COULD COMPLETE THE BIOGRAPHY PROJECT. 

Q WHEN WAS THIS THAT OMAR ASKED YOU TO MAKE THE SECOND 

COPY? 

A BEGINNING IN SOMETIME, I BELIEVE, IN MARCH. 

Q DID HE ASK YOU TO KEEP THOSE IN YOUR POSSESSION FOR 

SAFEKEEPING? 

A NO, I DIDN'T. 

Q NO. MY QUESTION IS, DID HE ASK YOU TO DO THAT? 

A NO. 
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Q WHAT DID HE ASK YOU TO DO WITH THOSE DOCUMENTS? 

A HE ASKED ME TO MAKE HIM A SET OF COPIES, AND I GAVE 

THEM TO HIM. 

Q AND YOU HAVE NO COPIES NOW UNDER YOUR CONTROL? 

A YES, I DO NOW. 

Q WHERE DID THOSE COPIES COME FROM? 

A HE BORROWED THE MATERIALS -- 

YOU SAID WHEN DID I START MAKING COPIES? 

Q NO. I SAID — 

A NO. ORIGINALLY YOU ASKED WHEN I STARTED MAKING 

COPIES. I STARTED MAKING COPIES FOR HIM IN MARCH. THE LETTERS 
IN QUESTION, MARY SUE LETTERS, THOSE I COPIED FAIRLY RECENTLY, 
WITHIN THE LAST MONTH OR SO. 

Q AND, AGAIN, YOUR SOURCE ON THAT WAS OMAR? 

A OMAR GARRISON. 

Q DID HE ASK YOU TO MAKE THOSE COPIES FOR YOURSELF? 

A HE ASKED ME TO MAKE A COPY FOR HIM. HE NEVER ASKED 

ME WHAT I WAS GOING TO DO, OTHER THAN THAT. 

Q DID YOU TELL HIM YOU WERE MAKING COPIES FOR YOUR¬ 

SELF? 


Q 

A 


YES. 

WHAT DID HE SAY? 

HE DIDN'T COMMENT. 

DID YOU SAY ANYTHING FURTHER? 

NO. 

I TAKE IT THOSE COPIES NOW ARE SOMEPLACE IN BOSTON. 


MASSACHUSETTS; IS THAT CORRECT? 


YES. 
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Q 

WITHIN AN OFFICE IN FANEUIL HALL; ISN'T THAT 

CORRECT? 


A 

I DON'T KNOW. 

Q 

AT 12 UNION WHARF, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS; IS THAT 

CORRECT? 


A 

TO MY BEST -- 

Q 

UNION WHARF. EXCUSE ME. 

LET ME ASK YOU THIS, MR. ARMSTRONG: ARE THESE MARY 


SUE DOCUMENTS THE SOURCE OF AN AFFIDAVIT THAT WE HAVEN'T SEEN 
IN COURT YET? 


A 

WHAT? 

1 

Q 

HAVE YOU WRITTEN ANY AFFIDAVITS THAT HAVEN'T BEEN 


FILED IN LITIGATION YET CONCERNING THOSE MARY SUE DOCUMENTS 
THAT I'VE BEEN QUESTIONING YOU ON FOR THE LAST 10 MINUTES? 


A 

NO. 

Q 

YOU HAVEN'T DRAFTED ANY AFFIDAVITS -- 

A 

NO. 

Q 

WHEN DID YOU FIRST MEET MICHAEL FLYNN? 

A 

WE HAVE COVERED THIS, BUT I WILL ANSWER IT, ANYWAY. 


IT WAS AT THE END OF APRIL, THIS YEAR. 


Q 

THAT IS THE FIRST TIME YOU EVER SAW THE MAN? 

A 

YES. 

Q 

WHEN IS THE FIRST TIME YOU HAD ANY COMMUNICATION OF 

ANY NATURE 

WHATSOEVER WITH MICHAEL FLYNN OR ANY ATTORNEY IN HIS 

OFFICE? 


A 

THE END OF APRIL. 

Q 

THAT IS THE VERY FIRST TIME? 

A 

YES. 
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Q 

A 

Q 

A 


DID YOU INITIATE THE COMMUNICATION OR DID HE? 


I DID. 


WHAT CAUSED YOU TO INITIATE THAT COMMUNICATION? 


IT WAS A DAY OR TWO AFTER -- 


MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I WOULD LIKE TO TALK TO YOU FOR A 


SECOND. 

(DISCUSSION BETWEEN THE WITNESS AND HIS 
COUNSEL OUT OF THE HEARING OF THE REPOR¬ 
TER. ) 

THE WITNESS: IT WAS A DAY OR TWO AFTER THE MATERIALS, 
THE PHOTOGRAPHS, WERE TAKEN, AND I CALLED HIM TO SEEK HIS 
ADVICE. I WAS ABSOLUTELY SCARED FOR MY LIFE. 






rrw. -**+*****»*«' 




Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: WHEN WAS THE ORDER DECLARING YOU 

A SUPPRESSIVE PERSON ISSUED, MR. ARMSTRONG? 

A THE DATE IS SOMETHING LIKE -- I FORGET. SOME DAY 

IN FEBRUARY WAS THE FIRST ONE. THE SECOND ONE I ACTUALLY 
RECEIVED A COPY OF THAT -- THE FIRST ONE WAS ABOUT A WEEK PRIOR 
TO THIS INCIDENT WITH THE PHOTOS. 

Q NOW, I DON’T MEAN TO BE CUMULATIVE OR ANYTHING LIKE 

THAT, BUT I WANT TO GET THE TESTIMONY STRAIGHT. 


YOU USE THE TERM "AFTER THE PHOTOS WERE TAKEN" FROM 


YOU. 


NOW, IT IS A FACT THEY WERE NOT IN YOUR POSSESSION 


28 


AT THE TIME ALLEGEDLY THE SCIENTOLOGISTS REPOSSESSED THEM, THEY 
WERE IN VIRGIL WILHITE’S POSSESSION; IS THAT NOT A FACT? 

A NO, IT IS NOT A FACT. YOUR USE OF THE WORD 

"REPOSSESSION" IS ERRONEOUS. 

0 SLIP IN ANY WORD YOU CARE TO. 
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ISN'T IT A FACT YOU HAD NOT HAD POSSESSION OF THOSE 
PHOTOGRAPHS AT THE TIME THEY CAME INTO POSSESSION OF THE 
SCIENTOLOGISTS? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: YOU MEAN DID HE HAVE THEM IN HIS HAND? 

MR. KOHLWECK: YES. I MEAN, THERE WAS NO ACTION OF FEAR, 
FORCE, OR ROBBERY. THAT IS WHAT I MEAN. 

THE WITNESS: APPREHENSION. 

CTO HIS COUNSEL) I'M NOT FOLLOWING THIS. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: YOU DID NOT HAVE PHYSICAL POSSES¬ 

SION OF THOSE PHOTOGRAPHS AT THE TIME ALLEGEDLY THE SCIENTOLO¬ 
GISTS TOOK POSSESSION OF THEM; ISN'T THAT A FACT? 

A THAT IS A FACT. 

Q VIRGIL WILHITE HAD PHYSICAL POSSESSION; ISN'T THAT 

A FACT? 

A YES. 

Q WHAT IS IT THAT CAUSED YOU SO MUCH FEAR AT THAT 

POINT IN TIME? 

A I REALIZED AT THAT POINT IN TIME THAT I WAS SUBJECT 

TO THE FAIR-GAME LAW AND THAT ALL REPRESENTATIONS THAT HAD BEEN 
MADE TO ME ABOUT THE CHANGES WITHIN THAT ORGANIZATION, THAT THEY 
WERE NOT CARRYING OUT THEIR CAMPAIGNS OF HARASSMENT, ET CETERA, 

} 

WERE IN FACT UNTRUE AND WERE COSMETIC. THE CHANGES WERE 
COSMETIC, AND I KNEW IT. I BECAME SUBJECT TO THAT AT THAT 
TIME. THERE WAS NOTHING THAT I HAVE DONE UP TO THAT POINT WHICH 
WOULD MERIT THAT KIND OF AN ACT. 

Q ARE YOU ACCUSING VIRGIL WILHITE OF PERPETRATING 

FAIR GAME UPON YOU? 


28 


A 


I'M ACCUSING THE ORGANIZATION OF THAT. THEY TOOK 
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THOSE PHOTOGRAPHS. WHEN I LODGED A PROTEST, THEY REFUSED TO 


TURN THEM OVER. 

MR. KOHLWECK: MOVE TO STRIKE THE ANSWER. 

Q THE QUESTION CALLED FOR A YES-OR-NO ANSWER. 

ARE YOU ACCUSING VIRGIL WILHITE OF PERPETRATING 
FAIR GAME UPON YOU? "YES" OR "NO," MR. ARMSTRONG. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: DO YOU KNOW? 

THE WITNESS: I DON'T QUITE UNDERSTAND THAT QUESTION. 

I AM NOT TOO FAMILIAR WITH THE USE OF THE WORD "PERPETRATING" 
THERE. WHAT EXACTLY DO YOU MEAN BY THAT? 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: I WILL BREAK THE QUESTION DOWN 

FOR YOU. 


YOU HAVE PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED, UNLESS YOU CARE TO 
CHANGE IT NOW, THAT MR. WILHITE GAVE THOSE PHOTOGRAPHS TO THE 
SCIENTOLOGISTS. 

DO YOU WISH TO REMAIN ON THAT TESTIMONY? 

A I DON'T KNOW THAT HE GAVE THEM TO THE SCIENTOLOGISTS. 

WHAT HE TOLD ME WAS THIS: HE WAS SHOWN A DECLARE ON ME, AND AT 
THAT POINT HE TURNED THEM OVER. NOW, WHETHER OR NOT HE WAS 
REQUESTED TO DO THAT OR VOLUNTEERED IT, I DON'T KNOW. THAT IS 
WHAT HE SAID. I THEN WENT TO THE ORGANIZATION, AND I REQUESTED 
THEM BACK BECAUSE THEY WERE NOT THE ORGANIZATION'S PROPERTY. 

AND THEY REFUSED MY REQUEST. 

Q DID MR. WILHITE TELL YOU THAT THE PHOTOGRAPHS 

WERE STOLEN FROM HIM? 


A NO. HE TOLD ME THAT HE TURNED THEM OVER -- THAT 

HE WAS SHOWN A COPY OF THE DECLARE ON ME, AND AT THAT POINT 
HE TURNED THEM OVER. 
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Q NOW, TO MAKE THE QUESTION VERY SIMPLE, ARE YOU 

ACCUSING MR. WILHITE OF LYING, CHEATING, OR STEALING FROM YOU 
BECAUSE YOU WERE DECLARED A SUPPRESSED PERSON? I BELIEVE THAT 
TO BE THE DEFINITION OF "FAIR GAME." 

A YEAH. 

Q SO YOU ARE ACCUSING HIM OF APPLYING THE FAIR-GAME 

POLICY TO YOU PERSONALLY; IS THAT A FACT? 


A YES. 

Q NOW, REFRESH MY RECOLLECTION. WHO IS IT THAT YOU 

CLAIM ARE THE TRUE OWNERS OF THIS PROPERTY? 

A WHICH PROPERTY? 

Q THE PHOTOGRAPHS WE HAVE BEEN TALKING ABOUT FOR 


15 MINUTES. 

A JIM AND NANCY DINCALCI. 

Q DID THEY GO TO THE CHURCH AND DEMAND RETURN OF 

THEIR PROPERTY? 

A SUBSEQUENTLY. AT LEAST THEY TOLD ME THEY DID. 

Q HOW SUBSEQUENTLY? 

A A COUPLE OF WEEKS. 

Q HAVE THEY ASKED YOU TO PAY THEM ANY MONEY FOR THESE 

PHOTOGRAPHS? ! 

I 

A NO. i 

i 

i 

Q DO YOU KNOW IF THEY INTEND TO ASK YOU TO REPAY THE j 

VALUE OF THOSE PHOTOGRAPHS? 

A I DON'T KNOW. 

Q DO YOU KNOW IF THEY ARE SCIENTOLOGISTS IN GOOD 

STANDING? 


A 


NO, THEY ARE NOT. 
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Q 

A 


ARE THEY DECLARED, ALSO? 

I DON'T KNOW. 

DO YOU KNOW IF THEY HAVE REQUESTED A COMMITTEE OF 


EVIDENCE? 


A I DON'T KNOW. 

Q DO YOU KNOW IF THEY HAVE APPLIED TO THE JUSTICE 

SYSTEM OF THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY FOR THE RETURN OF THEIR 
PROPERTY? 

A I DON'T KNOW. 

Q THEN, ON WHAT BASIS DO YOU CLAIM YOU WERE PERSONALLY 

INJURED IN THIS TRANSACTION? YOU HAVE ALREADY TESTIFIED YOU 
WERE TO MAKE NO MONEY ON THIS TRANSACTION. 

A I AM NOW IN A POSITION WHERE I WAS THE ONE WHO WAS 

GIVEN THESE PHOTOGRAPHS, AND I LOST THEM THAT VALUE. I CONSIDER 
MYSELF INDEBTED TO THEM. SO THERE IS THAT FACTOR. ADDITION¬ 
ALLY, WE HAD A BUSINESS ARRANGEMENT WHEREBY I WAS TO PROVIDE 
MY OWN PHOTOGRAPHS, WHICH I DID, WHICH MR. WILHITE HAD AGREED 
TO PURCHASE. SO THERE IS THAT FACTOR ADDITIONALLY. I SPENT 
SEVERAL DAYS MAKING THE ARRANGEMENT FOR THIS COMPLETE TRANSACTION. 
I DROVE OUT TO PALM DESERT, I TYPED UP THEIR STATEMENTS, I 
OBTAINED BINDERS AND PUT THEM IN AND MADE THEM A VERY NEAT 
PRESENTATION. I SPENT MY OWN MONEY AND SPENT CONSIDERABLE 
AMOUNT OF MY OWN TIME. SO I WAS OUT CONSIDERABLY MONETARILY. 

BUT, ADDITIONALLY, THERE WAS JUST THE FACT THAT BY VIRTUE OF 
THE FACT THAT THEY FELT THEY COULD ACT THAT WAY AGAINST ME, 

I FELT ENDANGERED. IF ONE COULD ACT A LITTLE BIT, HE COULD ACT 


A LOT. 


I SEE. HAVE YOU FILED A POLICE REPORT ON THIS 
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INCIDENT? 

A NO. 

Q DO YOU INTEND TO? 

A I DON'T KNOW. 

Q DO YOU INTEND TO START A CIVIL SUIT OVER THIS 

INCIDENT? 

A I DON'T KNOW. MY FIRST REACTION WAS TO -- 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: YOU'VE ANSWERED THE QUESTION. 

THE WITNESS: -- CONSULT AN ATTORNEY. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, CONCERNING PARA¬ 

GRAPH 8 OF PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT 3 HERE, WE WERE BEGINNING TO TALK 
ABOUT SOME OF THESE DOCUMENTS. NOW, STARTING AT THE BOTTOM OF 
THIS PAGE, "... I LEARNED THAT MR. HUBBARD'S ACADEMIC BACK¬ 
GROUND, MILITARY BACKGROUND, PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND, AND 
SEVERAL OTHER AREAS OF HIS PERSONAL HISTORY HAVE BEEN UNIFORMLY 
MISREPRESENTED BY BOTH HIM AND THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY." 

AND THEN YOU GO ON IN THE NEXT TWO PAGES FOLLOWING THIS WITH 
A VARIETY OF REPRESENTATIONS. 

DO YOU HAVE EITHER IN YOUR POSSESSION OR UNDER YOUR 
CONTROL DOCUMENT OR COPIES OF DOCUMENTS THAT WOULD SUBSTAN¬ 
TIATE EVERY CLAIM YOU MAKE IN THIS AFFIDAVIT? 

A NO. 

Q WHICH ONES DON'T YOU HAVE DOCUMENTS SUPPORTING? 

A "THE PLAINSMAN"; "DIVE BOMBER"; "MINERALOGI CAL 

SURVEY IN PUERTO RICO"; "ORGANIZATION OFFICERS HAVE CLAIMED THAT 
THEY DO NOT KNOW WHERE MR. HUBBARD IS, THE FACT IS VERY TOP 
CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OFFICIALS HAVE BEEN IN REGULAR CONTACT 
WITH MR. HUBBARD." 
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MR. KOHLWECK: LET'S GO OFF THE RECORD FOR A MINUTE. 

(BRIEF RECESS.) 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: I BELIEVE WHERE WE LEFT OFF WHEN 

I CAUSED THE INTERRUPTION, "ORGANIZATION OFFICERS HAVE CLAIMED 
THAT THEY DO NOT KNOW WHERE MR. HUBBARD IS . . . ." 

A YEAH. I DON'T HAVE ANYTHING ON THAT. 

"THE FACT IS THAT HE HAD ABSOLUTE CONTROL OVER ALL 
SCIENTOLOGY RESERVES." 

NOTHING CURRENT ON THAT. 

Q WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY "NOTHING CURRENT"? 

A THAT THAT IS HIS CURRENT SITUATION TODAY. IN OTHER 

WORDS, I DO NOT HAVE ANYTHING WHICH MAKES THAT CURRENT. 

Q I TAKE IT THAT SOMEHOW MEANS THOSE 1966 LETTERS 

OR NOTES OF MARY SUE HUBBARD SOMEHOW SHOW HE HAD CONTROL AT 
THAT POINT IN TIME; IS THAT CORRECT? 

A MARY SUE'S LETTERS? 

Q YES. 

A NO. 

Q OKAY. 

A I DON'T HAVE ANYTHING ON THIS TRANSFER THAT THE 

PERSONAL ACCOUNTS OFFICER MADE. 

Q WHAT OTHER DOCUMENTS OR MATERIALS HAVE YOU EITHER 

GIVEN ORIGINALS OR COPIES OF TO MR. WILHITE? 

A WHAT TIME PERIOD? 

Q SINCE 1970. 

A DOCUMENTS? 

Q OR MATERIALS. 

A OH, LET ME SEE. THERE WAS ONE — I BELIEVE IT WAS 
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A NOTE I WROTE TO HUBBARD ON THE SHIP IN '71. AND I GOT BACK 
A RESPONSE "THANK YOU; FIND A BETTER PLACE" OR SOMETHING. AND 
THAT ONE I SOLD TO HIM. THAT WAS MY OWN DOCUMENT WHICH I HAD 
BEEN CARRYING AROUND FOR YEARS. AND I ASKED THE FIRST MATE, 
WHO WAS MY SENIOR AT THE TIME — I ASKED THE FIRST MATE WHAT 
TO DO WITH IT, AND HE SAID, "KEEP IT. IT'S YOURS." SO I KEPT 
IT. AND I THINK THERE WERE SOME CHRISTMAS CARDS AND BIRTHDAY 
CARDS AND THAT SORT OF THING. THERE WAS A SILVER MEDAL -- 
SILVER COMMEMORATIVE PIECE KIND OF THING WHICH I WAS GIVEN, 
WHICH I SOLD TO HIM. THERE IS SOME JEWELRY WHICH I HAD, WHICH 
I OWNED, AND I SOLD THAT TO HIM. 


12 


I THINK THAT'S IT. TO MY RECOLLECTION, THAT IS 


13 


ABOUT IT. 


14 


ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH AN UNPUBLISHED MANUSCRIPT 


K. 


CALLED EXCALI BUR? 


id 
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A YES. 

Q AT ONE POINT YOU ALLOWED MR. WILHITE TO XEROX A 

COPY -- AT LEAST A CHAPTER OUT OF EXCALIBUR . DIDN'T YOU? 

A NO. 

Q ARE YOU SAYING THAT NEVER HAPPENED? 

A IF IT DID HAPPEN, HE DID IT ON HIS OWN HOOK. HE 

| 

i 

NEVER HAD MY PERMISSION TO EVER DO THAT. 

i 

Q IS IT YOUR TESTIMONY THAT YOU NEVER KNEW MR. WILHITE 


DID THAT? 


Q 

A 


28 


THAT'S CORRECT. 

AND YOU HAVE NEVER HEARD RUMORS THAT HE DID THAT? 
HE NEVER MENTIONED IT TO ME. 

WAS HE AT ONE TIME WORKING UNOFFICIALLY AS YOUR 
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ASSISTANT ARCHIVIST? 


YEAH. 


Q WHEN WAS THAT PERIOD OF TIME? 

A 19—1 GUESS MID-19 8 0, FOR A PERIOD OF TIME, INTO 

1981; MAYBE A FEW MONTHS OF 1980. I DO NOT HAVE THE PERIOD 
OF TIME EXACTLY. 

Q WHAT WERE MR. WILHITE'S DUTIES THAT HE PERFORMED 

AS YOUR ASSISTANT ARCHIVIST? 


A 


WELL, HE HAD A COUPLE. SEE, HE WAS PAID BY L. RON 


HUBBARD'S ACCOUNTANT TO GO THROUGH THE ARCHIVES AND INVENTORY IT 
AND -- IN ORDER TO DETERMINE A VALUE FOR THOSE ARCHIVES. AND 
THAT IS THE FUNCTION WHICH HE MAJORLY PERFORMED FOR A PERIOD 
OF TIME. ADDITIONALLY, HE WENT THROUGH AND CATALOGUED THE 
VARIOUS PULP MAGAZINES WHICH HAD MR. HUBBARD'S STORIES IN THEM 
AND PREPARED LITTLE BINDERS WITH INFORMATION ON THOSE THINGS. 

TO MY KNOWLEDGE, ALL THE COPIES OF ANYTHING THAT HE MADE WERE 
LEFT IN THE ARCHIVES. IF HE TOOK ANYTHING, THEN IT WAS WITHOUT 
MY PERMISSION AND WITHOUT MY KNOWLEDGE. THERE WAS ONE MANU¬ 
SCRIPT WHICH HE COPIED, WHICH WAS ONE CALLED "STORMALONG," 

AND WHICH, I BELIEVE, HE HAD LAUREL'S PERMISSION TO DO. LAUREL 
WAS THE SENIOR IN THE AREA. SHE, I BELIEVE, ALLOWED HIM TO DO 
IT. AND HE WAS IN COMMUNICATION WITH, AGAIN, THE L.R.H. ACCOUNTS 
PERSONNEL TO GET PERMISSION TO PUBLISH THAT WORK. THAT WAS THE 


ONLY THING THAT I KNOW THAT HE COPIED AND TOOK AWAY. 

Q UPON WHAT DO YOU BASE YOUR INFORMATION THAT HE WAS 

BEING PAID BY MR. HUBBARD'S ACCOUNTANT AND AUTHORIZED TO DO 


THIS WORK? 


WELL, I WAS THE LIAISON BETWEEN MR. HUBBARD’S — 
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PERHAPS "ACCOUNTANT" IS THE WRONG WORD. THERE IS A POST CALLED 
L.R.H. ACCOUNTS. IT WAS THE L.R.H. ACCOUNTS OFFICER WITH WHOM 
I COMMUNICATED TO MAKE ARRANGEMENTS FOR MR. WILHITE TO DO THIS 
FUNCTION, YOU SEE, AND HE WAS TO COME UP WITH AN ASSIGNED VALUE 
FOR THESE ARCHIVES. HE ASSIGNED A VALUE OF $5 MILLION TO THESE 
ARCHIVES, WHICH I HAD CONTROL OF AT THAT TIME. 

■ 

Q ISN'T IT A FACT THAT THE POST OF L.R.H. ACCOUNTS 

j 

IS A POST WITHIN THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA, IF 
YOU KNOW? 

A I WAS TOLD IT WAS NOT. 

I 

Q WHO TOLD YOU? 

i 

A LAUREL AND A COUPLE OF PEOPLE WHO WERE L.R.H. 

ACCOUNTS PEOPLE. 

Q WHO ARE THOSE PEOPLE? 

A MIKE SMITH. HE REMOVED -- HE WAS THE L.R.H. 

ACCOUNTS OFFICER. HE SET UP A SEPARATE LITTLE GROUP WHICH 
WAS SUPPOSED TO BE TOTALLY SEPARATE FROM THE CHURCH OF 

i 

SCIENTOLOGY, AND WHICH WAS LOCATED IN A DIFFERENT LOCATION. 

IT WAS KEPT VERY SECRET BECAUSE OF HIS BEING IN COMMUNICATION ] 
WITH MR. HUBBARD THROUGHOUT THIS PERIOD OF TIME. HOWEVER, IT 
WAS DEFINITELY REPRESENTED TO ME TO BE AT LEAST ORGANIZATIONALLY 
A TOTALLY SEPARATE THING, TOTALLY SEPARATE GROUP. 

Q DID YOU AND MR. WILHITE EVER HAVE ANY CONVERSATION i 

CONCERNING THE VALUE OF EXCALlBUR AS A MANUSCRIPT? 

A I DON'T THINK THAT EXACT THING, YOU KNOW, LIKE A 

CONVERSATION; HOWEVER, IT WAS INCLUDED WITHIN THE LIST OF THE 
INVENTORY WHICH HE DID OF MR. HUBBARD'S ARCHIVES, AND THERE WAS 
THE FIGURE ON THERE — I DON'T RECALL WHAT IT WAS, BUT IT COULD 
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HAVE BEEN A MILLION DOLLARS. 

Q DID YOU AND MR. WILHITE AT ANYTIME HAVE A CONVER¬ 

SATION ABOUT WHAT A COPY OF EXCALI BUR WOULD BE WORTH TO A 
PRIVATE COLLECTOR OF SUCH MATERIALS? 

A HE MAY HAVE SAID SOMETHING IN PASSING. I MAY HAVE 

ASKED HIM. BUT I KNOW THE MOST SIGNIFICANT POINT WAS THAT IT 
WAS PART OF THE INVENTORY WHICH HE PREPARED. 

Q IS YOUR TESTIMONY, THEN, YOU CAN'T RECALL SUCH A 

CONVERSATION? IT MAY HAVE HAPPENED, IT MAY NOT HAVE HAPPENED? 
YOU ARE NOT SURE? 

A IT MAY HAVE HAPPENED. I CERTAINLY RECALL SEEING 

THAT WITHIN THE INVENTORY. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: GERRY, JUST ANSWER THE QUESTION. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, DID YOU AT ANYTIME 

APPLY TO BECOME A MEMBER OF THE GUARDIAN'S OFFICE? 

A YES. 

Q WHEN WAS THAT? 

A 1975. 

Q WAS THAT THE ONLY TIME? 

A I BELIEVE SO. 

Q WAS YOUR APPLICATION ACCEPTED? 

A YES. 

I 

i 

Q AND YOU BECAME A MEMBER OF THE GUARDIAN'S OFFICE? j 

A YES. 

Q IN WHAT POST? 

A LET ME SEE. IT WAS CALLED INFORMATION ASSISTANT 

OR SOMETHING LIKE THAT. I DON’T EVEN KNOW IT WAS GIVEN A 
POST. IT WAS FOR A VERY SHORT PERIOD OF TIME, ABOUT TWO WEEKS 
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IN DAYTONA. 


Q 

DAYTONA BEACH? 

A 

YES. 

Q 

CAN YOU RECALL WHAT YOUR DUTIES WERE? 

A 

CODING AND DECODING TELEXES FOR THE MOST PART. 

Q 

AND THAT WAS PART OF THE GUARDIAN'S OFFICE? 

A 

YES. 

Q 

HOW COME THE ASSIGNMENT LASTED FOR ONLY TWO WEEKS, 


APPROXIMATELY? 


A 

THE REASON THAT I WAS GIVEN WAS THAT MR. HUBBARD 

SAID THAT I 

WAS RESISTING AUDITING. 

Q 

DO YOU KNOW IF MR. HUBBARD EVER SAID THAT? 

A 

THAT'S ALL I WAS TOLD. 

Q 

WERE YOU UPSET ABOUT THAT? 

A 

YES . 

Q 

WAS BEING IN THE GUARDIAN'S OFFICE SOMETHING THAT 


YOU WANTED? 


A 

I THINK SO AT THE TIME, YEAH. 

Q 

WELL, IT IS A FACT THAT IT WAS VERY IMPORTANT TO 

YOU AT THAT 

TIME WASN'T IT? 

A 

I GUESS FOR A SHORT PERIOD OF TIME, YES. I GOT 


OVER IT RELATIVELY QUICKLY. 

Q LOOKING AT EXHIBIT 3 HERE, IN ITS SIMPLEST TERMS 

IT BASICALLY SAYS L. RON HUBBARD WAS A LIAR, CHEATER, AND FRAUD, 


DOESN'T IT, 

YOUR AFFIDAVIT? 

A 

I DO SAY THOSE THINGS. 

Q 

WHEN DID YOU FIRST START FORMING THAT OPINION OF 


MR. HUBBARD? 
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A I THINK THAT THERE ISN’T ANY ONE PARTICULAR THING 

I CAN PUT MY FINGER ON. IT WAS A CUMULATIVE EFFECT WHICH 
OCCURRED OVER A LONG PERIOD OF TIME. 

Q WHEN WAS THE LAST TIME YOU CAN REMEMBER BEING ONE 

HUNDRED PERCENT BEHIND MR. HUBBARD AND THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY 
DO YOU UNDERSTAND WHAT I MEAN BY THAT QUESTION? 

A UH-HUH. SOMETIME IN LATE ’81. 

Q WHEN YOU TOOK ON THE POST AS THE ARCHIVIST -- AND 

I THINK THAT WAS ABOUT JANUARY OF 1980 -- WERE YOU ENTHUSIASTIC 
ABOUT THAT POST? 

A YES. 

Q EXCITED ABOUT THE PROJECT? 

A YES. 

Q EXCITED ABOUT WORKING WITH AN AUTHOR ON THE 


BIOGRAPHY? 

A YES. 

Q WHAT CHANGED DURING THE TIME YOU WERE THE ARCHIVIST? 

A THIS IS A GREAT DEAL OF IT (INDICATING). WHAT I 

I 

BEGAN TO OBSERVE WITHIN THE -- WHAT THE MAN HAD SAID ABOUT 
HIMSELF AND WHAT THE ORGANIZATION WAS ITSELF -- THERE WAS A 
GREAT DEAL OF INFORMATION WHICH I CAME IN CONTACT WITH AT THAT 
! POINT. THE REAL CRUNCHING BLOW WAS WHEN THEY TOOK THE PHOTOS 

j 

i 

j 

j AND BROUGHT OUT THOSE TWO DECLARES ON ME. 

Q BUT THAT WAS AFTER YOU LEFT THE CHURCH, WASN'T IT? 

A YES. 

Q I THINK THE TERM IS TO "BLOW A POST." ISN'T THAT 

A SCIENTOLOGY TERM? 

A OH, YES. 
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Q YOU BLEW THE POST IN ABOUT DECEMBER 1981, DIDN'T 

YOU? 

A OH, YES. I LEFT. AT THAT POINT I HAD DECIDED THAT 

THIS IS ENOUGH AND THAT, YOU KNOW, IT IS A FRAUD. THE MAN 
HIMSELF HAS LIED. I FELT LIKE I DID NOT HAVE ANY POSSIBILITY OF 
GETTING AN HONEST BIOGRAPHY DONE FROM THAT POINT FORWARD. I 

FELT LIKE I COULD NOT CONTINUE TO EXIST WITHIN THAT ORGANIZA¬ 
TION AND RETAIN MY OWN INTEGRITY. 

Q WHEN IS IT YOU FORMED THAT FEELING? 

A THAT FINAL THING? 

Q WHATEVER -- 

A WITHIN THE LAST COUPLE OF WEEKS I WAS THERE. 

Q AND THAT WAS DECEMBER? 

A UH-HUH. 

Q DID ANYTHING UPSETTING OCCUR WHEN YOU WENT ON YOUR 

MIDWEST TRIP AROUND JULY OF 1981? 

A UPSETTING IN WHAT WAY? 

i 

Q MADE YOU A DISBELIEVER OR MORE OF A DISBELIEVER? 

A AGAIN, IT WAS A CUMULATIVE EFFECT. THERE WAS A 

LOT OF THINGS WHICH OCCURRED. AND TO GO INTO THAT WOULD BE A 
VERY LENGTHY, VERY LENGTHY STATEMENT. YOU ARE TALKING ABOUT, 

s 

I 

YOU KNOW, A TWO-YEAR PERIOD OF TIME IN WHICH I HAD MAJOR I 

REALIZATIONS. AND TO GO INTO ALL THE MATERIALS AND PARTICLES 
THAT LED UP TO THAT REALIZATION IS AN IMMENSE PROJECT. 

Q HAVE YOU MET WITH ANYBODY FROM THE FLYNN LAW 

OFFICES SINCE YOUR TRIP TO CLEARWATER? 

A NO. 

Q ABOUT AUGUST 1981, YOU WENT TO PHOENIX, ARIZONA, 
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DIDN'T YOU? 

A YES. 

Q DID YOU MEET AND TALK WITH SOME DISAFFECTANTS IN 

ARIZONA AT THAT TIME? 

A DISAFFECTANTS? 

Q MEMBERS OF THE BROWN FAMILY? 

A OH, YEAH. 

Q AND THEY ARE ANT I-SC IENTOLOGY, ARE THEY NOT? 

A "ANTI-SCIENTOLOGY" IS NOT A VERY ACCURATE TERM. 

Q THEY ARE ANTI-RON HUBBARD? 

A I DON'T THINK THAT THEY WERE ANTI-RON HUBBARD. 

Q WHAT IS IT THEY ARE AGAINST? 

A I FELT THEY WERE QUITE ENLIGHTENED ON THE SUBJECT. 

THEY REALIZED THEY WERE DUPED, BUT THEY DIDN'T FEEL LIKE THEY 
WERE, YOU KNOW -- THEY FELT LIKE IT WAS AN EXPERIENCE, AND THAT 
WAS ABOUT IT. THEY CHALKED IT UP TO EXPERIENCE. HOWEVER, 

THEY -- 

GO AHEAD. 

Q ISN'T ONE OF THE REASONS YOU HAVE RETAINED CERTAIN 

DOCUMENTS CONCERNING MR. HUBBARD IS YOUR OWN PERSONAL DISLIKE 
FOR THE MAN? YOU WANT TO DESTROY HIM; ISN'T THAT A FACT? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OBJECTION; ARGUMENTATIVE. 

MR. KOHLWECK: NO. THAT IS A STRAIGHT QUESTION. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: YOU CAN ANSWER. 

THE WITNESS: NO. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: YOU DON'T WANT TO DESTROY RON 

HUBBARD? 

A NO. 
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Q YOU DON'T WANT TO IMPEACH HIS REPUTATION IN ANY 

WAY? 

A THE ONLY THING I WOULD HOPE TO HAVE HAPPEN IS THAT 

THE TRUTH COME OUT. 

Q AND THE TRUTH, AS CHARACTERIZED IN YOUR AFFIDAVIT, 

MR. HUBBARD HAS LIED, CHEATED, AND STOLE; ISN'T THAT CORRECT? 

A DID I SAY "STOLE"? 

Q I SAID IT, AND YOU HAD AGREED TO IT. 

A I NEVER AGREED TO IT. 

MR. HELLER! I THINK YOU SAID, "LIED, CHEATED, AND BEING 
A FRAUD." 


BY MR. KOHLWECK: ALL RIGHT. LIED, CHEATED, AND 


BEING A FRAUD. 


YES, HE DID THAT. THAT IS A PART OF L. RON HUBBARD. 


HE DID THOSE THINGS. 


Q 

A 


AND YOU WANT THOSE THINGS KNOWN? 

YES. 

YOU WANT MR. HUBBARD TO PAY THE CONSEQUENCES FOR 


IT; ISN'T THAT A FACT? 

A I WANT THE TRUTH KNOWN ABOUT MR. HUBBARD. 

Q DO YOU WANT HIM TO PAY ANY CONSEQUENCES FOR LYING, 

CHEATING, AND BEING A FRAUD? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: HE'S ALREADY ANSWERED THE QUESTION. 

THE WITNESS: I HAVE NEVER EVEN CONSIDERED HIS CONSE¬ 
QUENCES. 

MR. KOHLWECK: COUNSEL, HE IS AVOIDING MY QUESTION. HE 
SAYS HE WANTS THE TRUTH TO BE KNOWN. THAT IS NOT RESPONSIVE 
TO MY QUESTION, WHICH CAN BE ANSWERED "YES" OR "NO." 
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MS. DRAGOJEVIC: HIS RESPONSE IS HE WANTS THE TRUTH TO 
BE KNOWN. IF THAT IS HIS BEST RESPONSE — 

MR. KOHLWECK: YOU CAN TAKE CARE OF THAT ON DIRECT. 

Q ISN'T IT A FACT THAT YOU WANT MR. HUBBARD TO PAY 

THE CONSEQUENCES FOR LYING, CHEATING, AND BEING A FRAUD? YOU 
CAN ANSWER THAT "YES" OR "NO." 

A I'VE NEVER CONSIDERED THE CONSEQUENCES FOR HIM. 

Q YOU HAVE SOME DOCUMENTS, YOU PUT THEM IN THE FORM 

OF AFFIDAVITS, AND YOU ARE TELLING ME YOU HAVE NOT CONSIDERED 
THE CONSEQUENCES OF PUTTING THOSE STATEMENTS IN AN AFFIDAVIT; 

IS THAT A CORRECT STATEMENT? 

A WHAT I'M AFTER IN DOING THAT IS TRYING TO CREATE 

AN ENVIRONMENT WHICH IS SAFE FOR ME AND MY FAMILY AND OTHERS. 

Q HAVE YOU EVER HAD A CONVERSATION WITH ANYONE CON¬ 

CERNING THE CONSEQUENCES TO MR. HUBBARD AND THE CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY AS TO YOUR REVELATIONS IN THESE AFFIDAVITS? 

A MR. FLYNN HAS SAID THAT THEY ARE -- 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: WAIT. 

(DISCUSSION BETWEEN THE WITNESS AND HIS 
COUNSEL OUT OF THE HEARING OF THE REPOR¬ 
TER.) 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: CAN I HAVE THE QUESTION REREAD, PLEASE. 
(RECORD READ BY THE REPORTER.) 

THE WITNESS: YES. NO CONSEQUENCES WERE DISCUSSED, 
HOWEVER. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: YOU HAVE HAD THE CONVERSATIONS, 

BUT NO SPECIFIC CONSEQUENCES WERE DISCUSSED; ISN'T THAT A FACT? 


A 


EXACTLY. 
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Q I TAKE IT THESE DISCUSSIONS INVOLVED ATTORNEYS; 

ISN’T THAT CORRECT? 

A THE DISCUSSIONS HAVE INVOLVED -- 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: JUST ANSWER THE QUESTION "YES" OR "NO/ 1 

GERRY. 

THE WITNESS: OH, YOU MEAN THE DISCUSSIONS WERE WITH 
ATTORNEYS? 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: YES. 

A YES. 

Q AND MR. FLYNN WAS ONE OF THOSE ATTORNEYS? 

A YES. 

Q AND MR. HOFFMAN? 

A I DON'T THINK SO WITH HOFFMAN. 

Q AND MR. GREENE? 

A I DON’T THINK SO WITH MR. GREENE. 

Q AND WHAT WERE THE CONSEQUENCES? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I AM GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT. YOU ARE 
ASKING HIM FOR THE CONTENTS OF CERTAIN CONVERSATIONS THAT HE 
MAY OR MAY NOT HAVE HAD WITH MR. FLYNN. I THINK THAT IS 
PROTECTED BY THE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE. 

MR. KOHLWECK: I THINK YOU ARE RIGHT THIS TIME, COUNSEL. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I WILL INSTRUCT HIM NOT TO ANSWER. 

WITH RESPECT TO IDENTIFYING ANY CATEGORIES OF 
DOCUMENTS THAT HE MAY HAVE GIVEN TO HIS ATTORNEYS, I HAVE 
RECONSIDERED MY OBJECTION, AND IN THE SPIRIT OF COOPERATION 
HERE I WILL ALLOW MR. ARMSTRONG TO TESTIFY AS TO THE IDENTITY 
OF THE CATEGORIES OF DOCUMENTS THAT HE GAVE. 


MR. HELLER: NOW, BY ’’CATEGORY OF DOCUMENTS,’’ ARE YOU 
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SAYING DOCUMENTS THEMSELVES, THE IDENTITY OF THE DOCUMENTS? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: THE IDENTITY AND THE WAY HE CAN BEST 
DESCRIBE THEM HERE TODAY. MY UNDERSTANDING IS THAT THAT IS 
IN CATEGORIES OF DOCUMENTS. 

MR. KOHLWECK: LET'S PROCEED WITH THAT, THEN. 

Q WHAT CATEGORIES OF DOCUMENTS HAVE YOU PROVIDED TO 

COUNSEL AT THIS TIME CONCERNING MR. HUBBARD AND THE CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY? 

A LETTERS BETWEEN MR. HUBBARD AND HIS FIRST WIFE, 

WHICH I MENTIONED EARLIER; LETTERS BETWEEN MR. HUBBARD AND HIS 
SECOND WIFE, WHICH I MENTIONED EARLIER — NO, I DIDN'T MENTION 
HER. THAT WOULD BE SARAH NORTHRUP HUBBARD; LETTERS HAVING TO 
DO WITH JOHN W. PARSONS; LETTERS HAVING TO DO WITH — CORRESPON- 

t 

DENCE CONCERNING OR WITH DON PURCELL. 

Q NOW, MR. PURCELL IS AN ATTORNEY, IS HE NOT, 

LICENSED IN ENGLAND? 

A NO. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: DO YOU KNOW FOR SURE ONE WAY OR THE 
OTHER, GERRY? 

THE WITNESS: YEAH, I KNOW. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: ALL RIGHT. 

I 

THE WITNESS: THERE ARE ALSO LETTERS HAVING TO DO WITH 

! 

HUBBARD EXPLORATIONAL COMPANY — CORRESPONDENCE HAVING TO DO 
WITH THAT. I MENTIONED THE NAVAL PAPERS ALREADY. THERE ARE 
A COUPLE TAPES WHICH WERE GIVEN TO ME BY BARBARA DE CELLE. 

Q AND WHAT ARE THOSE TAPES OF? 

A THOSE ARE TAPES OF THE MEETINGS FROM THE M.C.C.S. 


MISSION. 
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Q WAS ONE OF THOSE MISSIONS THE CONTENT OF AN 
AFFIDAVIT THAT YOU RECENTLY FILED AND EXECUTED ON AUGUST UTH? 
A YES. 

Q ARE THERE ANY OTHER CATEGORIES OF DOCUMENTS OR 


MATERIALS? 

A I BELIEVE THERE ARE. I DON'T RECALL THEM AT THE 

MOMENT. 

Q OF THE CATEGORIES THAT YOU'VE JUST RECITED, HOW 

MANY OF THOSE CATEGORIES INCLUDE ORIGINAL MATERIALS THAT YOU'VE 
HAD IN YOUR POSSESSION AND CONTROL AND HAVE PROVIDED TO 
ATTORNEYS? 

A MAYBE A COUPLE. 

Q CAN YOU RECALL WHICH ONES THOSE ARE? 

A HUBBARD EXPLORATIONAL COMPANY, AND THEN THERE WAS 

SOME MEMORANDUM FILES, WHICH I HAVEN'T EVEN GONE THROUGH. I 
SENT THOSE OFF. 

Q WHEN DID YOU SEND THESE OFF? 

A STARTING IN MAY I SENT OFF ABOUT THREE -- 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: HE SIMPLY ASKED YOU WHEN. SO JUST 
ANSWER THE QUESTION. 

THE WITNESS: MAY, JULY, AUGUST. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: HAS ANYONE EVER TOLD YOU THAT 

HAVING THESE ORIGINAL DOCUMENTS IS ONE WAY OF FORCING L. RON 
HUBBARD OUT OF HIDING? 

A NO. 

Q YOU NEVER HEARD THAT STATEMENT? 

MR. KOHLWECK: COUNSEL, I SHOW YOU THIS, AND WITH YOUR 


APPROVAL I WOULD ASK THAT WE MARK IT AS PLAINTIFF'S 4. 
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MS. DRAGOJEVIC: APPARENTLY AT THE LAST PAGE OF THIS 
DOCUMENT YOU HAVE JUST HANDED ME, WHICH IS ENTITLED "SUPPLE¬ 
MENTAL AFFIDAVIT OF GERRY ARMSTRONG," FILED IN THE TONJA 
BURDEN CASE, THERE IS A DIFFERENCE IN THAT APPARENTLY THE 

t 

SIGNATURE UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY IS MISSING. THERE IS NO 
SIGNATURE. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: OUTSIDE OF THAT DIFFERENCE, DO 

YOU RECOGNIZE THIS AFFIDAVIT, MR. ARMSTRONG? 

A YES. 

MR. HELLER.* EXCUSE ME FOR A SECOND. THERE IS A NOTARY 
ATTACHED TO THE BACK. YOU HAVE REFERRED TO A SIGNATURE UNDER 
PENALTY OF PERJURY. DO YOU MEAN THE SIGNATURE ON THE BOTTOM 
OF THIS IS MISSING? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: MR. ARMSTRONG BELIEVES WHEN HE PREPARED 
AN AFFIDAVIT, WHICH APPEARS TO BE THIS AFFIDAVIT THAT I'VE BEEN 
HANDED BY COUNSEL, THERE WAS A SIGNATURE AT THE END IN 
ADDITION TO THIS PARTICULAR NOTARIZATION PAPER. SO THIS MAY OR 

j 

i 

MAY NOT BE THE PARTICULAR SUPPLEMENTAL AFFIDAVIT MR. ARMSTRONG 
PREPARED. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, IF YOU WOULD, 

WOULD YOU TAKE A LOOK AT THIS AND SEE IF, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF j 
THE SIGNATURE LINE AND THE AFFIRMATION THAT YOU ARE SIGNING THIs! 
UNDER PENALTY AND PAINS OF PERJURY, DOES THIS APPEAR TO BE THE 

| 

AFFIDAVIT THAT YOU RECENTLY EXECUTED? 

A YES. 

MR. KOHLWECK: I WILL REPRESENT THIS IS AN IDENTICAL 
COPY THAT I WILL HAVE MARKED AS PLAINTIFF'S 4. 


(THE AFOREMENTIONED SUPPLEMENTAL 
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AFFIDAVIT OF GERRY ARMSTRONG, RE BURDEN 
VS. CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA, 

WAS MARKED BY THE REPORTER AS PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT NO. 4 (A-F) FOR IDENTIFICATION 
AND IS ATTACHED HERETO.) 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, DIRECTING YOUR 

ATTENTION TO PAGE 3 OF THIS AFFIDAVIT -- EXCUSE ME. 

DIRECTING YOUR ATTENTION TO PAGE 2, THERE APPEARS TO BE SOME 
INDENTED AND QUOTED PARTICULARS HERE THAT IS SINGLE SPACED. 

IS THIS IN PART TRANSCRIPTS OF THAT TAPE THAT YOU STATED YOU 
RECEIVED FROM BARBARA DE CELLE? 

A YES. 

Q AND CONTINUING ON TO THE NEXT PAGE AND THE PAGES 

THEREAFTER, IS ALL THIS INDENTED AND QUOTED MATERIAL FROM THOSE 
TAPES? 

A YES. 

Q IS CHARLES PARSELLE, LISTED ON PAGE 3, A RELATION 

OF DON PURCELL? 

A NOT THAT I KNOW OF. PURCELL IS P-U-R-C-E-L-L; 

PARSELLE IS P-A-R-S-E-L-L-E. 

Q BY MR. KNOHWECK: DO YOU KNOW IF CHARLES PARSELLE 

IS AN ATTORNEY LICENSED AS A BARRISTER IN ENGLAND? 

A NO. 

Q YOU DON’T KNOW THAT TO BE TRUE OR UNTRUE? 

A NO. 

Q THE NEXT LINE DOWN, WHICH IS PARAGRAPH (B) OF THE 

INDENTED TEXT, IT STATES: "ALAN WERTHEIMER, ATTORNEY FOR 


L. RON HUBBARD 
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BY THIS REFERENCE, DO YOU UNDERSTAND MR. WERTHEIMER 
TO BE AN ATTORNEY? 

A YES. 

Q DO YOU UNDERSTAND THE CONTENTS OF THIS TAPE TO BE 

A TAPE-RECORDED SESSION BETWEEN ATTORNEYS AND CLIENTS? 

A AT LEAST ONE OF THEM, YES. NOT THIS ONE, BUT 

PERHAPS THIS ONE (INDICATING). 

Q ARE THESE ALL PART OF THE SAME TAPE? 

A NO. 

Q THEY ARE TWO SEPARATE TAPES? 

A YES. 

Q FOR PURPOSES OF THE COURT, SO WE DON'T CONFUSE IT, 

YOU ARE INDICATING THE BOTTOM OF PAGE 2 IS DIFFERENT FROM THE 
BOTTOM OF PAGE 3 AND THE TEXT FOLLOWING THAT? 

A YES. 

Q DO YOU HAVE ANY REASON TO BELIEVE THAT THE 

PARTICIPANTS IN THIS CONVERSATION DID NOT MEAN THE CONVERSATION 
TO BE CONFIDENTIAL AT THE TIME THAT IT TOOK PLACE? 

A CAN YOU REWORD THAT? I DIDN'T UNDERSTAND IT. 

Q DO YOU HAVE ANY REASON TO BELIEVE THAT THIS 

CONVERSATION THAT STARTS ON PAGE 3 AT THE BOTTOM OF YOUR 
AFFIDAVIT WAS NOT MEANT BY THE PARTICIPANTS TO BE A CONFIDENTIAL 
CONVERSATION? BY "CONFIDENTIAL," I MEAN AN EXCHANGE BETWEEN 
ATTORNEYS AND CLIENTS. 

A NO. 

Q IF BARBARA DE CELLE WERE TO TESTIFY UNDER OATH THAT 

AT NO TIME DID SHE GIVE YOU THESE TAPES, WOULD SHE BE 


COMMITTING PERJURY? 
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A 

YES. 

Q 

WHEN DID SHE GIVE YOU THE TAPE? 

A 

IN THE LATTER PART OF 1980 -- I’M SORRY. 1981. 

Q 

HOW LATTER? AFTER YOU HAD BROKEN POST? 

A 

NO. 

Q 

WHILE YOU WERE STILL ON POST AS THE ARCHIVIST? 

A 

(WITNESS NODS HEAD UP AND DOWN.) 

Q 

WHAT DID SHE SAY TO YOU WHEN SHE GAVE YOU THE TAPE? 

A 

SHE SAID, M WE DON’T HAVE ANY MORE USE FOR THESE 

THINGS. 

YOU CAN HAVE THEM." 

Q 

DID SHE MEAN THE CONVERSATION ON THE TAPE OR DID 

SHE MEAN 

THE TAPE ITSELF? 

A 

SHE DIDN'T SAY. THEY HAD BEEN SITTING ON HER DESK 


FOR ALMOST A YEAR. AND SHE SAID, "TAKE THEM." 

Q DID YOU HAVE ANY UNDERSTANDING? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OF WHAT? 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: WHETHER THE TAPES WERE TO BE 

ERASED OR WHETHER YOU COULD USE ANYTHING ON THE TAPE FOR YOUR 
OWN PERSONAL USE? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: HE 1 S ALREADY INDICATED THAT SHE DIDN’T 

SAY. 

MR. KOHLWECK: I AM ASKING IF HE HAD AN UNDERSTANDING 
FROM ANY SOURCE. 

THE WITNESS: I DON’T THINK SO. I DON’T THINK SHE 
THOUGHT OF IT. 


Q 

BY MR. KOHLWECK: WHAT DID YOU THINK OF IT? 

A 

AT THE TIME I HAD NO IDEA WHAT THEY WERE. 

Q 

PREVIOUSLY YOU HAD SIGNED A CONFIDENTIALITY BOND, 
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HAD YOU NOT, KEEPING CONFIDENTIAL ALL INFORMATION OF THE CHURCH 
AND ITS STRUCTURE THAT CAME WITHIN YOUR CONTROL, POSSESSION, 

OR USE; IS THAT TRUE? 

A THAT 1 S TRUE , 

Q AND YOU WERE STILL ON POST WITH THE CHURCH AT THE 

TIME YOU CAME INTO POSSESSION OF THIS TAPE; IS THAT TRUE? 

A YES . 

Q FROM THAT DID YOU HAVE AN UNDERSTANDING THAT THE 

CONTENTS OF THIS TAPE SHOULD REMAIN CONFIDENTIAL? 

A AT THE TIME I HAD NO IDEA WHAT IT CONTAINED. 

Q WHEN DID YOU DISCOVER WHAT IT CONTAINED? 

A IN MARCH -- NO, IN MAY. 

Q HOW DID YOU HAPPEN TO DISCOVER THE CONTENTS? 

A I WAS DRIVING UP TO OMAR 1 S PLACE, AND I WAS TAKING 

SOME OF HIS MATERIALS. SEE, I HAD GIVEN HIM THESE TAPES JUST 
TO BE USED AS TAPES FOR RECORDING CONVERSATIONS. I JUST HAPPENE 
TO BE ON THE WAY UP LISTENING TO SOME TAPES, AND THESE HAPPENED 
TO BE THEM. 


D 


i 


Q 

TAPES IN 
A 

Q 

ON THOSE 
A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 


HAVE YOU COME INTO THE POSSESSION OF ANY OTHER 
A SIMILAR MANNER? 

TWO . 

HAVE YOU MADE INVESTIGATION AS TO WHAT IS RECORDED 
TAPES? 

NO . 

HAVEN’T PLAYED THEM AT ALL? 

NO. 

HAVE YOU PROVIDED THEM TO ANYONE ELSE? 

JUST OMAR. 
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Q 

HAS OMAR PLAYED THEM, TO THE BEST OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE? 

A 

I HAVE NO IDEA. 

Q 

WHY ARE YOU SO SURE THERE ARE EXACTLY TWO OTHER 


TAPES? 


A 

BECAUSE BARBARA GAVE ME FOUR. 

Q 

HAVE YOU ASKED OMAR TO FIND OUT WHAT IS ON THOSE 


TAPES? 


A 

NO. 

Q 

HAS OMAR AT ANYTIME ASKED FOR A RETURN OF ANY 


MATERIALS HE HAS GIVEN YOU IN THE LAST YEAR? 


A 

YEAH. I'VE RETURNED IT ALL, BASICALLY. 

Q 

ORIGINALS AND COPIES? 

A 

ANYTHING THAT HE ASKED FOR. 

Q 

HAVE YOU RETRIEVED COPIES THAT YOU HAVE MADE OF 


MATERIALS THAT OMAR HAS PROVIDED TO YOU? 


A 

SORRY? 

Q 

HAVE YOU RETRIEVED ALL COPIES OF ALL MATERIALS THAT 


OMAR HAS GIVEN TO YOU AND GIVEN THE COPIES TO OMAR, ALSO? 


A 

I'M NOT FOLLOWING YOU. 

Q 

LET ME GIVE YOU AN EXAMPLE. IF MR. GARRISON GAVE 


YOU A DOCUMENT, LET 1 S SAY, IN FEBRUARY, AND YOU MADE COPIES 
OF THAT DOCUMENT AND PROVIDED THEM TO YOUR ATTORNEYS AS WELL AS 
PERHAPS KEEPING A COPY FOR YOURSELF, IN RETURNING THE ORIGINAL 
AND YOUR COPY TO MR. GARRISON, HAVE YOU ALSO REQUESTED THAT 
YOUR ATTORNEYS RETURN THEIR COPY SO THAT YOU COULD ALSO RETURN 


IT TO MR. 

GARRISON? 

A 

WAIT A SECOND. 

DID YOU UNDERSTAND THAT? 
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MS. DRAGOJEVIC: ARE YOU SAYING THAT THERE MAY BE CERTAIN 
THINGS HE HAS NOT COPIED FROM MR. GARRISON? I BELIEVE HE’S 
TESTIFIED THAT HE HAS COPIED EVERYTHING FROM MR. GARRISON. 

MR. HELLER: MAYBE I CAN CLARIFY IT. 

ARE THERE ANY THINGS MR. GARRISON ASKED FOR THAT 
WERE RETURNED TO HIM BUT OF WHICH COPIES WERE KEPT AND NOT 
RETURNED TO HIM? 

THE WITNESS: OF WHICH? 

MR. HELLER: COPIES THAT WERE MADE BY YOU, BUT THOSE 
COPIES WERE NOT RETURNED TO HIM. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: OF ANY MATERIALS. 

A NO. 

Q LET ME GIVE YOU AN EXAMPLE. 

A I HAVE SENT COPIES TO MY ATTORNEYS; OKAY? NOW, 

THOSE COPIES -- I HAVE NOT MADE COPIES OF THOSE COPIES TO 
GIVE TO MR. GARRISON FOR ANY REASON. 

Q ALL RIGHT. I BELIEVE YOU STATED YOU RETURNED 

ALL THE MATERIALS TO OMAR THAT HE HAD MADE AVAILABLE TO YOU. 


Q 

A 


NO. 


OKAY 


NO. ANYTHING WHICH HE WAS GOING TO USE, I RETURNED 
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IMMEDIATELY. SOME MATERIAL HE WASN’T GOING TO USE. 

Q NOW, OF THE MATERIALS THAT HE WAS GOING TO USE AND 

YOU HAVE RETURNED TO HIM, IS IT A CORRECT STATEMENT THAT YOU 
HAVE MADE COPIES OF SOME OF THOSE MATERIALS, AND THOSE COPIES 
STILL REMAIN IN YOUR POSSESSION OR UNDER YOUR CONTROL? 

A YES. DIDN'T I SAY THAT EARLIER? 

Q 


I AM JUST TRYING TO CLARIFY IT. 
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A THIS IS THE CONFUSING PART TO ME. I THOUGHT WE 

COVERED THIS. 

Q YOU JUST STATED THAT YOU RETURNED ALL MATERIALS TO 

OMAR. I AM WONDERING HOW MUCH HAS BEEN RETURNED AND HOW MUCH 
HAS BEEN DUPLICATED SO THAT NOW THERE ARE MULTIPLE COPIES. 

A YEAH, THERE ARE MULTIPLE COPIES OF QUITE A BIT OF 

IT. THAT WAS MY INTENTION ON DOING IT. 

Q I BELIEVE A FEW MINUTES AGO YOU STATED THERE ARE 

NO OTHER AFFIDAVITS NOW BEING PREPARED THAT HAVE NOT BEEN FILED 
IN OTHER LITIGATIONS; IS THAT CORRECT? 

A YEAH. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: OFF THE RECORD. 

(BRIEF RECESS.) 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, IN THE AFFIDAVIT 

THAT WE WERE LOOKING AT AND WE IDENTIFIED AS PLAINTIFF'S 3, 

YOU MAKE A STATEMENT IN HERE, I BELIEVE, THAT THIS AFFIDAVIT 
IS BASICALLY OFFERED, AMONG OTHER THINGS, IN CONTRAVENTION OF 
THE AFFIDAVIT THAT WAS PROVIDED BY YOUR FORMER WIFE, NOW TERRI 
GAMBOA. IF NEED BE, I CAN FIND THE SPECIFIC REFERENCE. BUT IS 
IT A TRUE STATEMENT THAT YOU OFFERED THE AFFIDAVIT IN THE TONJA 
BURDEN CASE TO STRAIGHTEN OUT SOME OF THE FACTS THAT YOU BELIEVE 
SHE MISSTATED? 

IT IS PARAGRAPH 6. "THE AVERMENTS OF MY FORMER 
WIFE, TERRI ARMSTRONG GAMBOA, AND THIS CLAIM THAT EDUCATIONAL 
OPPORTUNITIES WERE AVAILABLE AND ENCOURAGED BY THE SENIORS IN 
THE C.M.O. ARE ABSOLUTE FABRICATIONS." 

CAN YOU FIND THAT IN PARAGRAPH 6? 

A YEAH. 
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I NOW SHOW TO YOU AND YOUR COUNSEL AN AFFIDAVIT 
APRIL, 1980. 

IS THAT YOUR SIGNATURE AT THE END OF THAT? 

A YEAH. 

MR. KOHLWECK: MIGHT WE MARK THAT AS PLAINTIFF'S 5. 

(THE AFOREMENTIONED AFFIDAVIT, DATED 
12 APRIL, 1980, WAS MARKED BY THE 
REPORTER AS PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT NO. 5 
(A-D) FOR IDENTIFICATION AND IS ATTACHED 
HERETO.) 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK.* MR. ARMSTRONG, I HAVE AN 

ADDITIONAL AFFIDAVIT ALSO DATED 12 APRIL, 1980, WHICH APPEARS 
TO HAVE YOUR SIGNATURE. 

IS THAT YOUR SIGNATURE? 

A YES. 

MR. KOHLWECK: I WOULD LIKE TO MARK THIS SECOND AFFIDAVIT 
AS PLAINTIFF'S 6. 

(THE AFOREMENTIONED AFFIDAVIT, DATED 
12 APRIL, 1980, WAS MARKED BY THE 
REPORTER AS PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT NO. 6 
FOR IDENTIFICATION AND IS ATTACHED 
HERETO.) 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: MR. ARMSTRONG, YOU HAVE HAD A 

CHANCE TO EXAMKNE BOTH THESE AFFIDAVITS, AND I BELIEVE THEY 
BOTH BEAR THE DATE OF APRIL 12, 1980. 

AT THAT POINT IN TIME WERE YOU PERFORMING THE 
DUTIES OF THE ARCHIVIST? 


A 


I HAD TWO FUNCTIONS AT THAT TIME. I WAS ON THE 
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M.C.C.S. MISSION AND I WAS ALSO THE ARCHIVIST. SO I HAD TWO 
JOBS . 

Q NOW, IT APPEARS THAT EACH OF THESE AFFIDAVITS AND 

EACH PAGE ON EACH OF THESE AFFIDAVITS BEARS A PAIR OF INITIALS 
IN THE BOTTOM LEFT-HAND CORNER. 

DO YOU SEE THOSE INITIALS, MR. ARMSTRONG? 

A YES . 

Q IS ONE OF THOSE SETS OF INITIALS YOUR OWN? 

A YES. 

Q WERE YOU UNDER DURESS OF ANY SORT AT THE TIME YOU 

EXECUTED THESE AFFIDAVITS? BY "DURESS" I MEAN WERE YOU WITHOUT 
SLEEP, WAS FOOD BEING WITHHELD FROM YOU, HAD YOU WORKED LONG 
HOURS, WERE YOU UNDER MEDICATION, MENTAL OR PSYCHIATRIC CARE, 

OR WERE YOU UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF ALCOHOL? 

A I DON'T BELIEVE SO. 

Q WERE THESE AFFIDAVITS PREPARED FOR YOU OR DID YOU 

HAVE ANY PART WHATSOEVER IN PREPARING THEM? 

A I HAD SOME INPUT IN THEM. 

Q LOOKING AT PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT 6, ARE THESE 

STATEMENTS CONTAINED WITHIN PLAINTIFF'S 6 FALSE OR ARE THEY 
TRUE? 

A WHICH? ALL OF THEM? 

Q LET'S START GOING THROUGH THEM ONE PARAGRAPH AT A 

TIME, STARTING WITH PARAGRAPH NO. 1. 

A I DON'T BELIEVE I WAS A MEMBER OF THE CHURCH OF 

SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA, ANYWAY. 

Q LET'S TRY PARAGRAPH 2. 

A THAT'S TRUE. 
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Q WHY DON'T YOU GO THROUGH AT YOUR OWN SPEED, MR. 

ARMSTRONG, AND INDICATE TO ME THE PARAGRAPHS THAT ARE UNTRUE. 

A 3 IS TRUE, 4 IS TRUE, 5 IS TRUE, 6 IS TRUE -- 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: BEFORE WE GO ON HERE, I WOULD LIKE TO 
KNOW WHAT THE RELEVANCE OF THESE AFFIDAVITS ARE TO THE SUIT IN 
QUESTION HERE. I DON'T BEL I EVE TONJ A BURDEN OR ANNE ROSENBLUM 
ARE INVOLVED IN THIS LAWSUIT. 

MR. KOHLWECK: WELL, COUNSEL, AS YOU KNOW, AS IN EVERY 
CASE, THE CREDIBILITY OF THE PARTIES ARE AT STAKE. IT IS MY 
BELIEVE THIS AFFIDAVIT AND THE AFFIDAVITS FILED IN THE BURDEN 
LITIGATION ARE DIAMETRICALLY OPPOSED; SO THEY ARE OFFERED FOR 
IMPEACHMENT PURPOSES. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I DON'T SEE THE RELEVANCE IN THIS CASE. 

MR. KOHLWECK: YOU MAY STATE YOUR OBJECTION, COUNSEL. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I OBJECT ON GROUNDS OF RELEVANCY. 

MR. KOHLWECK: AND MY POSITION IS IT GOES TO THE VERY 

HEART OF THE TRUTHFULNESS OF THE DEPONENT AND THE DEFENDANT IN 
THIS LITIGATION. IT WILL BE USED FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

(DISCUSSION BETWEEN THE WITNESS AND HIS 
COUNSEL OUT OF THE HEARING OF THE REPORTER.) 

THE WITNESS: NUMBER 6 IS A -- IT IS A TRICK STATEMENT. 

I WAS VERY MUCH INFLUENCED IN DOING THIS BE A NUMBER OF FACTORS. 
SO THAT PARTICULAR STATEMENT AND IN FACT MOST OF THE STATEMENTS 
HERE ARE ANSWERED TRICKILY (SIC) AND OMIT THE ACTUAL TRUTH. 

AND THAT IS WHAT ONE WAS GROOVED INTO DOING WITHIN THE SEA 
ORGANIZATION. THIS ONE HERE, "IN THE R.P.F. YOU WERE LABELED 
'TREASONOUS.'" AND I SAID, "I PERSONALLY KNOW THAT NO ONE WAS 
LABELED 'TREASONOUS' BECAUSE THEY WERE IN THE R.P.F., INCLUDING 
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TONJA BURDEN." THAT IS VERY TRUE. YOU WEREN’T LABELED 
"TREASONOUS" BECAUSE YOU WERE IN THE R.P.F. YOU COULD HAVE 
BEEN LABELED "TREASON," "ENEMY," "LIABILITY," "DOUBT," 
"CONFUSION." YOU COULD HAVE BEEN GIVEN ANY LABEL ALONG WITH 
THE R.P.F. ASSIGNMENT. SO I JUST WROTE A TRICKY ANSWER, AND 
MOST OF THEM ARE WRITTEN IN THAT WAY. I WAS VERY MUCH AT THAT 
TIME UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF HUBBARD AND UNDER THE INFLUENCE 
OF SCIENTOLOGY. THERE ARE A LOT OF INACCURATE STATEMENTS IN 
THIS AFFIDAVIT, IN BOTH OF THEM. 

MR. KOHLWECK: LET THE RECORD REFLECT THAT APPROXIMATELY 
TWO MINUTES AGO, WITHOUT QUESTION FROM ME, THE DEPONENT 
IDENTIFIED PARAGRAPH 6 AS BEING A TRUE STATEMENT, AND AFTER A 
BRIEF OFF-THE-RECORD CONVERSATION WITH COUNSEL, THE DEPONENT 
MADE THE STATEMENT IMMEDIATELY HEREIN ABOVE. 

Q YOU MAY CONTINUE WITH ANY OTHER STATEMENTS YOU WISH 

TO MAKE, MR. ARMSTRONG. 

A IT IS A TRUE STATEMENT. IT IS JUST NIT-PICKING. 

Q WERE YOU UNDER ANY THREATS AT THE TIME YOU EXECUTED 

THIS AFFIDAVIT, MR. ARMSTRONG? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY "THREATS"? 

MR. KOHLWECK: DID SOMEBODY SAY TO HIM THERE WOULD BE 
REPERCUSSIONS IF HE DIDN'T SIGN THIS DECLARATION OR AFFIDAVIT 
AS IT WAS TYPED UP. 

THE WITNESS: THERE WERE NO VERBAL THREATS DIRECTLY ON 
THIS THAT I RECALL. THERE WAS ALWAYS THE THREAT THERE THAT 
IF YOU DID NOT WRITE SOMETHING THAT THERE WAS ETHICS OR PUNISH¬ 
MENT ACTION TAKEN. HOWEVER, THAT SUBJECT NEVER CAME UP. I 
WAS, YOU KNOW, AS I SAY, AT THAT TIME WILLING TO DO IT. THIS IS 
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PART OF THE BUSINESS OF BEING A SCIENTOLOGIST IN WHICH PERSPEC¬ 
TIVES, VIEWS, TRUTH, ET CETERA, ARE VERY MUCH CLOUDED AT THE 
TIME. THAT IS PART OF BEING WITHIN THAT INTERCORE OF SEA ORG, 

I SHOULD SAY, NOT ALL SCIENTOLOGISTS. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: DID ANYONE INSTRUCT YOU WHAT TO 

WRITE IN THIS AFFIDAVIT, MR. ARMSTRONG? 

A YEAH. THIS THING WAS BASICALLY -- I FORGET WHO THE 

PERSON WAS. IT WAS A G.O. STAFF MEMBER WHO CAME AROUND AND 
WENT OVER THIS THING WITH ME. 

Q DID THEY DO AN INTERVIEW WITH YOU? 

A YES, THEY DID. 

Q DID THEY COME WITH A TYPED AFFIDAVIT PRIOR TO THE 

INTERVIEW AND TELL YOU TO SIGN IT, OR WAS THE AFFIDAVIT PREPARED 
AFTER THE INTERVIEW? 

A IT WAS PREPARED AFTER THE INTERVIEW. 

Q DID THAT PERSON TELL YOU THAT YOU COULD MAKE 

CORRECTIONS IF YOU FOUND ERRORS IN THE TYPED COPY? 

I 

! 

A YEAH, CERTAINLY. 

Q DID YOU FIND ANY ERRORS? 

A I DIDN’T THINK SO AT THE TIME. 

Q SO, IN OTHER WORDS, YOUR SIGNATURE WAS FREELY 

GIVEN WITHOUT THREAT OR COERCION AT THAT POINT AND AFTER YOU 

t 

i 

HAD SOME TIME TO REVIEW THE CONTENT OF THIS AFFIDAVIT? 

A YES. 

Q LET'S TURN TO THE AFFIDAVIT MARKED PLAINTIFF'S 

5. 

SAME QUESTIONS, WERE YOU EVER INTERVIEWED AND 
THEN A DRAFT OF THE AFFIDAVIT PREPARED FOR YOUR SIGNATURE? 
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A YES. 

Q IS THAT THE SAME PROCESS THAT HAS BEEN USED IN 

THE PREPARATION OF THE THREE AFFIDAVITS THAT WE HAVE PREVIOUSLY 
GONE OVER THIS MORNING -- PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBITS 2, 3, AND 4? 

A BASICALLY. 

Q WHAT WAS THE MAJOR DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE AFFIDAVITS 

YOU SIGNED UNDER ATTORNEY FLYNN'S AUSPICES AND THE AFFIDAVITS 
YOU SIGNED UNDER THIS PERSON'S AUSPICES IN TERMS OF TECHNIQUE 
OR PROCEDURE? WHAT DID THE TWO PEOPLE DO DIFFERENTLY? 

A I DON’T THINK THAT THERE WAS A LOT OF DIFFERENCE 

AS TO TECHNIQUE. NOTHING THAT COMES TO MIND, ANYWAY. THE 
DIFFERENCE, AGAIN, IS IN, YOU KNOW, BASICALLY WHAT IS EXPECTED 
OF ONE WITHIN THAT ORGANIZATION AND THE FACT THAT IT IS VERY 
OBVIOUS THAT AFFIDAVITS WOULD BE TO SOME DEGREE DIAMETRICALLY 
OPPOSED WHEN ONE SUDDENLY COMES TO REALIZE THINGS ARE DIFFERENT 
BECAUSE YOU CHOOSE DIFFERENT THINGS. AND THIS IS TRICKILY (SIC) 
WRITTEN. IT WAS WRITTEN TO SKIRT THE REAL BASIC TRUTH ABOUT IT. 

Q MR. ARMSTRONG, ISN'T IT A FACT THAT WE WENT THROUGH 

PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT 3, PARAGRAPH 8, AND I ASKED YOU WHAT 
MATERIALS THERE YOU HAD DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT? 

A YES . 

Q NOW, IN PARAGRAPH 8 I DON’T SEE AN ALLEGATION THERE 

SAYING "I AM INFORMED AND BELIEVE AND THEREUPON STATE." THIS IS 
STATED AS FACT. 

IN YOUR OWN WORDS, IS THIS TRICKILY WRITTEN, ALSO? 

A I DON'T BELIEVE SO. 

Q YOU DON'T BELIEVE SO. ALL RIGHT. WELL, WE’LL 


MOVE ON, THEN. 
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I SHOW THIS TO YOU AND YOUR COUNSEL, MR. ARMSTRONG. 
I APOLOGIZE FOR ITS BEING XEROXED OFF CENTER. THAT IS THE BEST 
COPY WE HAVE. 

DO YOU RECOGNIZE YOUR SIGNATURE ON THIS DOCUMENT? 

A YES. 

MR. KOHLWECK: FOR THE RECORD, LET'S IDENTIFY AS PLAIN¬ 
TIFF'S 7 A NONDISCLOSURE AND RELEASE BOND BEARING A DATE OF 
15 MARCH, 1977. 

(THE AFOREMENTIONED NONDISCLOSURE AND 
RELEASE BOND WAS MARKED BY THE REPORTER 
AS PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT NO. 7 (A-C) FOR 
IDENTIFICATION AND IS ATTACHED HERETO.) 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: NOW, MR. ARMSTRONG, IT IS NOT 

MY INTENT AT ANYTIME TO TRY TO ENFORCE THIS NONDISCLOSURE AND 
RELEASE BOND; IT IS NOT MY DESIRE NOR MY CLIENT'S INTENT TO SUE 
YOU FOR THE $10,000,SO LET'S GO THROUGH IT IN THAT CONTEXT. 

SEVERAL TIMES TODAY YOU HAVE STATED YOU DO NOT 
BELIEVE YOURSELF TO BE A MEMBER OR AN EMPLOYEE OF THE CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA. 

A NO. 

Q DOESN'T IT STATE IN THIS NONDISCLOSURE AND RELEASE 

BOND THAT YOU ARE HELD AND FIRMLY BOUND TO THE CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA? 

A YEAH. 

Q IS THIS THE FIRST TIME YOU RECALL SEEING ANY 

REFERENCE TO YOUR BEING IN ANYWAY RELATED TO THE CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA? 

A THIS DOCUMENT MAY BE THE FIRST. 
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Q I MEAN TODAY. 

THIS IS THE FIRST TIME YOU HAD ANY INDICATION THAT 
YOU WERE AFFILIATED WITH THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA'’ 

A NO. 

Q UPON WHAT BASIS HAVE YOU MAINTAINED TODAY THAT YOU 

ARE NOT A MEMBER OF NOR HAVE YOU EVER BEEN A MEMBER OF, THAT 
YOU ARE NOT AN EMPLOYEE OF NOR HAVE YOU EVER BEEN AN EMPLOYEE OF 
THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA? UPON WHAT DO YOU BASE 
THOSE REPRESENTATIONS? 

A I DON'T KNOW THAT I EVER SAID THAT; HOWEVER, AT THIS 

TIME HERE I MAY HAVE BEEN. IT IS VERY DIFFICULT WITHIN THE 
ORGANIZATION TO TELL WHAT YOU ARE A PART OF AT ANY GIVEN TIME. 
THAT WAS NEVER MADE REALLY VERY CLEAR, AND IT CERTAINLY WAS NOT 
WHEN I WAS ON THE SHIP AND LATER WHEN I WAS A MEMBER OF THE 
UNITED CHURCHES AND LATER WHEN I WAS A MEMBER OF SOME SCIENTIFIC 
CORPORATION AND VARIOUS OTHER CORPORATIONS THAT ONE IS A PART OF. 
SO THOSE THINGS ARE PREPARED AND SIGNED WITHOUT ANY UNDERSTAND¬ 
ING OF WHAT THEY SAY BECAUSE THEY ARE TO THOSE WITHIN VIRTUALLY 
MEANINGLESS. THEY ARE BASED ON, IN MY OPINION, FRAUDULENT 
REPRESENTATIONS. 

Q CAN YOU RECALL IF YOU READ THIS DOCUMENT WHEN YOU 

SIGNED IT? 

A I DON’T RECALL READING IT, BUT I PROBABLY DID. IT 

LOOKS LIKE MY PRINTING AT THE TOP. 

Q IS IT YOUR HABIT AND CUSTOM TO READ THINGS BEFORE 

YOU SIGN THEM? 

A IT IS NOW. 

Q HOW LONG HAS IT BEEN YOUR HABIT AND CUSTOM? 
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A SINCE THE END OF 1981. 

Q I SEE. AT THE TOP OF PAGE 2 OF THIS DOCUMENT IT 

SAYS, '’HE/SHE WILL NEVER DISCLOSE ANY INFORMATION, DATA, OR 
KNOWLEDGE HE/SHE HAS OR WILL LEARN ABOUT THE ORGANIZATION OF 
THE CHURCH OR ANY OF THE CHURCH'S AFFILIATED CHURCHES, MISSION, 
OR ORGANIZATIONS . . . AND THEN LATER, IN ABOUT THE MIDDLE 

OF THAT PARAGRAPH IT SAYS, "THE OBLIGOR" -- AND I WILL REP¬ 
RESENT THAT THAT IS YOU -- "RECOGNIZES THAT ANY INFORMATION OR 
KNOWLEDGE GATHERED IS DONE SO IN A RELATIONSHIP OF TRUST AND 
CONFIDENCE." AND THE NEXT SENTENCE TALKS ABOUT FIDUCIARY 
DUTIES. 

DO YOU HAVE AN UNDERSTANDING OF WHAT THOSE WORDS 

MEAN? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I AM GOING TO OBJECT TO ANY QUESTIONS 
WITH REFERENCE TO THIS DOCUMENT, IN THAT I DON'T BELIEVE THAT 
THIS DOCUMENT HAS ANY LEGAL EFFECT. AND ONE OF THE REASONS 
THE CHURCH HAS REPRESENTED THEY WON'T SUE MR. ARMSTRONG ON THE 
BASIS OF THIS DOCUMENT IS IT HAS ABSOLUTELY NO LEGAL EFFECT. 
HOWEVER, I WILL LET HIM ANSWER QUESTIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE 
DOCUMENT. 

MR. KOHLWECK: FINE. 

THE WITNESS: RESTATE THE QUESTION. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: DO YOU UNDERSTAND WHAT "WILL NEVER 

DISCLOSE ANY INFORMATION, DATA, OR KNOWLEDGE" MEANS? 

A YES. 

Q DO YOU KNOW WHAT "RECOGNIZES THAT ANY INFORMATION OR 

KNOWLEDGE GATHERED IS DONE SO IN A RELATIONSHIP OF TRUST AND 


CONFIDENCE" MEANS? 
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A YEAH. 

Q DO YOU KNOW WHAT THE PHRASE M RECOGNIZES THAT HE/SHE 

WILL HAVE A FIDUCIARY DUTY TO THE CHURCH NOT TO REVEAL ANY 
INFORMATION OF ANY NATURE 11 MEANS? 

A YEAH. 

Q IS IT YOUR OPINION THAT NONE OF THESE DUTIES OR 

PROMISES HAD TO BE KEPT BY YOU? 

A NO. FIRST OF ALL, MY INTENT WAS NOT TO HARM, 

MALIGN, DAMAGE, OR INJURE. I DON’T THINK GETTING THE TRUTH OUT 
DOES ANY OF THOSE THINGS; SECONDLY, WHEN THIS THING WAS MADE, 

I WAS IN THE R.P.F. I KNOW THAT ANYONE WHO DIDN’T SIGN ONE OF 
THOSE THINGS, WHO RESISTED SIGNING, WAS PUT UNDER GUARD. IF 
HE RESISTED TOO LONG, HE COULD BE ASSIGNED TO THE R.P.F.'S 
R.P.F. SO I KNEW THAT THAT WAS CERTAINLY SIGNED UNDER DURESS. 

.~ TrT " f ~~ ■ IN.- ' 

Q WHEN DID YOU LEAVE THE R.P.F. FOR THE LAST TIME? 

A IN DECEMBER 1977. 

Q THAT IS THE LAST TIME? 

A THE LAST TIME? 

Q YES. 

A OH, LET ME SEE. MARCH OR APRIL OR SOMETHING LIKE 

THAT OF 1979. 

Q ISN'T IT A FACT THAT ON SEPTEMBER 6TH, 1979, YOU 

EXECUTED A SECURITY PLEDGE NOT TO REVEAL ANYTHING ABOUT THE 
CHURCH'S CONFIDENTIAL ACTIONS IN CALIFORNIA OR ANY OTHER PART 
OF THE WORLD SIX MONTHS AFTER YOU LEFT THE R.P.F.? 

A IT POSSIBLY IS -- POSSIBLY IS TRUE. 

Q WERE YOU UNDER THREAT OF GOING BACK TO THE R.P.F.'S 

R.P.F. AT THAT TIME? 
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A 

Q 

A 

Q 

YOU? 


SAME THING. 

YOU WERE IN CALIFORNIA? 

SAME THING. 

YOU HAD JUST BEEN COMMENDATED BY NORM STARKEY, 


HADN 1 


A HAD BEEN WHAT? 

Q COMMENDATED, GIVEN A CERTIFICATE OF COMMENDATION 

AT THAT TIME WITHIN A DAY OF THAT EVENT? 

A IN 1979? 

Q IN 1979. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: IF YOU RECALL, GERRY. YOU ARE NOT BOUND 

i 

TO GIVE AN ANSWER. j 

THE WITNESS: I DON’T RECALL THAT INCIDENT. IF YOU HAVE 
THE PAPER THERE, IF YOU COULD SHOW ME THAT COMMENDATION, IT 
WOULD HELP ME. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECKt NO, I DON'T HAVE THE PAPER HERE. 

WHEN YOU WENT TO WORK IN THE ARCHIVES PROJECT, WHAT 
WAS THE FIRST THING YOU DID UPON ASSUMING YOUR POST, IF YOU CAN 
RECALL? 

• A I GATHERED SOME BOXES FROM L.R.H.'S PERSONAL 

STORAGE AREA IN GILMAN HOT SPRINGS. 

Q AND WHAT DID YOU DO WITH THOSE BOXES? 

| 

A I TOOK THEM TO THE PUBLICATIONS BUREAU AT GILMAN 

HOT SPRINGS. AND THEN -- THAT IS WHAT I DID. 

Q ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH A TERM "NONEXISTENCE FORMULA"? 

A YEAH. 

Q WHAT DOES "NONEXISTENCE FORMULA" MEAN TO YOU? 

A WHEN YOU ARE NEW ON POST, YOU SEND THESE FORMULAS 
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AROUND TO PEOPLE WHO ARE CONNECTED WITH YOU OR WITH WHOM YOU 
WILL HAVE TRAFFIC, WITH WHOM YOU WILL HAVE CORRESPONDENCE, 

AND INFORM THEM OF WHAT YOU WILL BE DOING AND ASK THEM WHAT 
THEY NEED AND WANT. 

Q IT IS A PROCEDURE THAT IS USUALLY FOLLOWED, IS IT 

NOT WHEN IT IS A NEW POST, WHEN THERE IS NOT AN EXISTING HAT 
THAT CAN BE HANDED TO YOU? 

A NO. 

Q NO? 

IS IT DONE ON EVERY POST? 

A YEAH. 

Q WHAT IS THE MEANING OF "NONEXISTENCE"? DOESN'T 

THAT MEAN THAT PROCEDURES AND POLICIES AND GUIDELINES MAY NOT 
EXIST AT THAT POINT IN TIME AND THAT YOU ARE EXPECTED TO WRITE 
THOSE UP? 

A NO. 

Q NO. 

DID YOU COME UP WITH ANY PROGRAM OR PROCEDURE 
CONCERNING THE ARCHIVES? 

A AT VARIOUS TIMES THERE WERE VARIOUS PROCEDURES. 

Q WELL, WHEN YOU FIRST GOT STARTED, THE ARCHIVES WAS 

A NEW PROJECT THEN, WASN'T IT? 

A YES. 

Q HOW DID YOU COME TO BE ASSIGNED TO THAT PROJECT? 

A I PETITIONED L. RON HUBBARD. 

Q WAS THE PROJECT BASICALLY ONE OF YOUR CREATIONS? 

A BASICALLY, YES. 


Q 


YOU SAW A NEED AND THOUGHT IT HAD TO BE FULFILLED 
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AND THOUGHT YOU WERE THE RIGHT MAN FOR THE JOB; ISN'T THAT 
TRUE? 

A YES. 

Q WHAT DID YOU SAY TO MR. HUBBARD IN YOUR PETITION? 

A I LAID OUT WHAT I WANTED TO DO, THAT I WANTED TO 

GET THE BIOGRAPHY WRITTEN, THAT I HAD FOUND SOME OF HIS 
MATERIALS AND SO FORTH. I ASKED HIM IF I COULD DO THE JOB, 

AND HE RESPONDED AND SAID "YES." 

Q AND THEN AT SOME POINT YOU WROTE TO MARY SUE HUBBARD 

AND EXPLAINED WHAT YOU WERE DOING ON THE PROJECT, DIDN’T YOU? 


Q 

A 


YES . 


WHAT WAS HER REACTION TO YOUR LETTER? 

HER REACTION WAS THAT -- I DON’T RECALL HER EXACT 


ANSWER. IT WAS A FAVORABLE, YOU KNOW, THING. SHE WAS GLAD 
THAT IT WAS BEING DONE. I BELIEVE SHE MENTIONED THAT THERE WAS 
ALSO OTHER ARCHIVES AROUND AND I SHOULD STRIKE UP A LIAISON WITH 
THOSE PEOPLE. 

Q DID YOU EXPLAIN TO HER IN YOUR COMMUNICATION HOW 

VALUABLE SOME OF THESE ARTIFACTS WERE? 

A I DON'T RECALL. I MAY HAVE. IT WOULD BE LOGICAL. 

Q DO YOU RECALL USING THE EXAMPLE OF A RED LEATHER- 

BOUND DIANETICS MODERN SCIENCE OF MENTAL HEALTH . HOW MUCH THAT 
WOULD BE TO CERTAIN COLLECTORS? 


Q 

A 


YES. 

DO YOU RECALL WHAT THE NUMBER WAS, APPROXIMATELY? 
I RECALL THE — LET’S SEE. I DON'T BELIEVE I 


REFERRED TO THE RED LEATHER DIANETICS BOOK IN THAT COMMUNICATION 
I MAY HAVE, BUT I ONLY RECALL HEARING ABOUT IT SOMETIME LATER; 
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SO PERHAPS IN A SUBSEQUENT COMMUNICATION TO MARY SUE, YOU KNOW, 

A REPORT ON HOW ARCHIVES WAS GOING, I MAY HAVE MENTIONED THAT 
RED LEATHER EDITION. 

Q DO YOU RECALL WHO YOU HEARD THAT FROM, THAT IS, 

HOW VALUABLE THAT BOOK MIGHT BE? WAS IT VIRGIL WILHITE? 

A YES. 

Q NOW, THIS MORNING IN DESCRIBING SOME OF YOUR DUTIES 

YOU SAID YOU MADE KNOWN TO THE CHURCH AND SOME OF ITS OFFICIALS 
WHEN YOU LOCATED CERTAIN ARTIFACTS AND IF THEY WERE SMART ENOUGH 
TO BUY THEM, YOU DID SO ON THE CHURCH'S BEHALF; IF THEY DID NOT, 
YOU THOUGHT ABOUT POSSIBLY PURCHASING THEM YOURSELF OR THAT 
MR. WILHITE OR SOMEBODY ELSE MIGHT PURCHASE THEM. 

DO YOU RECALL A STATEMENT LIKE THAT IN SUBSTANCE 

AND EFFECT? 

A WHAT I SAID WAS I NEVER ENTERTAINED THE IDEA OF 

BUYING THEM MYSELF SIMPLY BECAUSE I NEVER HAD THAT KIND OF 
MONEY. HOWEVER, IN EVERY INSTANCE I ALWAYS GAVE THE ORGANIZA¬ 
TION THE OPPORTUNITY TO BUY THESE THINGS FIRST. NOW, WHEN I 
SAY "THE ORGANIZATION," I SAY IT VERY BROADLY, BECAUSE THE 
COMMUNICATIONS FOR THE MOST PART WENT TO THE C.M.O. SENIORS. 
THESE THINGS WERE AUTHORIZED BY THEM, NOT, I BELIEVE BY THE 
CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA. 

Q WAS THERE EVER AN OCCASION WHERE YOU MADE A FIND 

WHERE THE CHURCH DECIDED NOT TO BUY THE ARTIFACT? 

A I DON’T BELIEVE SO. I'M NOT SURE, BUT I DON’T 

BELIEVE SO. 

Q DID THE CHURCH AND ITS OFFICIALS ACT FAVORABLY 

ON EVERY C.S.W. THAT YOU PROVIDED TO PURCHASE MATERIALS? 
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A I THINK SO. 

Q WHAT WERE SOME OF THE LARGER MATERIALS OR FINDS 

THAT YOU MADE WHILE YOU WERE THE ARCHIVIST? 

A THEY WERE THE CHARTS OF -- FROM THE PHILADELPHIA 

DOCTORATE COURSE LECTURES. THAT WAS THE BIGGEST FIND. 

Q WHAT DID THOSE CHARTS CONCERN? 

A THEY WERE JUST CHARTS, BIG SQUARES OF PAPER. THERE 

WERE ABOUT 15 OF THEM IN HUBBARD'S WRITING. 

Q AND WHERE DID YOU FIND THOSE? 

A THEY WERE HELEN O'BRIEN'S. 

Q AND WHO IS HELEN O'BRIEN? 

A HELEN O'BRIEN IS AN EARLY DIANETICIST. 

Q DO YOU KNOW WHAT THE TERM "ENTHETA" MEANS? 

A YES. 

Q WHAT DOES "ENTHETA" MEAN? 

A "ENTHETA" IS A SC IENTOLOGI CAL TERM FOR -- IT'S LIKE 

A SHORTENED, ENTURBULATED THETA. IT IMPLIES SOMETHING WHICH 
PERHAPS HOLDS SCIENTOLOGY OR HUBBARD OR CONNECTED THINGS IN 
WHAT SOMEONE WOULD CONSIDER AN UNFAVORABLE LIGHT. 

Q WELL, IT ALSO MEANS THAT A PERSON IS JUST GENERALLY 

UPSET, DOESN'T IT? 

A NO. 

Q SO IT WOULDN'T MEAN THAT AN INDIVIDUAL WHO IS ENTUR¬ 

BULATED COULD JUST BE UPSET OR CONFUSED OR PRESSURED? IT 
DOESN'T HAVE THAT MEANING? 

A "ENTHETA"? 

Q YES. 

A THAT ISN'T GENERALLY THE WAY IT IS USED. 
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Q DOES IT MEAN "COUNTERSURVIVAL n ? 

A IT IMPLIES A "COUNTERSURVIVAL" QUALITY TO IT, BUT 

IT DOESN'T MEAN "COUNTERSURVIVAL." 

Q ARE TWO SCIENTOLOGISTS WHO ARE ON POST AND FIGHTING 

WITH EACH OTHER ENTURBULATING THE SITUATION OF THEIR CO-WORKERS? 

A ARE THEY ENTURBULATING THEIR CO-WORKERS? 

Q YES . 

A THEY MAY OR MAY NOT BE. 

Q WAS HELEN O'BRIEN AT ALL ENTURBULATED ABOUT L. RON 

HUBBARD AND SCIENTOLOGY AT ALL AT THE TIME YOU TALKED TO HER? 

A A LITTLE BIT, NOT VERY MUCH. SHE WAS QUITE -- SHE 

WAS LIVE-AND-LET-LIVE ABOUT IT TO A GREAT DEGREE. 

Q DID SHE GIVE MR. HUBBARD A LOT OF CREDIT FOR THE 

PHILADELPHIA DOCTORATE COURSE? 

A SHE FELT THAT THAT WAS THE ONLY THING OF VALUE THAT 

HE DID -- OR THE LAST THING OF VALUE. THAT'S ALL. 

Q NOW, YOU AND OMAR GARRISON VISITED L. RON HUBBARD, 

JR., DIDN'T YOU? 

A YES. 

Q DID RON DE WOLFE OR L. RON HUBBARD, JR., HAVE 

ANYTHING TO SAY ABOUT THE PHILADELPHIA DOCTORATE COURSE? 

A I DON'T BELIEVE SO. 

Q HE DIDN'T TELL YOU AND OMAR SOMETHING LIKE IT WAS 

A RIP OFF, IT WASN'T RON'S OWN WORK? 

A I DON'T RECALL THAT. 

Q WHAT DID MR. HUBBARD, JR., HAVE TO SAY TO YOU AND 

OMAR WHEN YOU VISITED HIM? 

A HE SAID VERY LITTLE. HE WAS QUITE UNWILLING TO 
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TALK ABOUT ANY BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION. 

Q WELL, HE TALKED AT SOME LENGTH ABOUT ALEISTER 

CROWLEY, DIDN'T HE? 

A NO. 

Q HE DIDN'T TALK ABOUT BLACK MAGIC AND MR. HUBBARD 

BECOMING INVOLVED IN BLACK MAGIC? 

A HE MAY HAVE MENTIONED IT. 

Q DO YOU RECALL WRITING A REPORT UP AFTER YOUR VISIT 

WITH L. RON HUBBARD, JR.? 

A NO. 

DO YOU HAVE IT? 

Q I WILL ASK THE QUESTIONS. 

A ALL RIGHT. IT WOULD REFRESH MY MEMORY IF YOU HAD 

IT. I WOULD LOOK AT IT. 

Q WHAT OTHER MAJOR FINDS DID YOU MAKE DURING YOUR 

TENURE AS ARCHIVIST? 

A THE FRANK DESSLER PAPERS. 

Q AND THESE ARE THE ONES WE TALKED ABOUT THIS MORNING 

CONCERNING THE KIDNAPPING OR ALLEGED KIDNAPPING? 

A THEY WERE ARTICLES. THERE WAS SOME WRITINGS HE HAD 

OF HUBBARD'S PERSONAL WRITINGS. 

Q THE SARAH NORTHRUP CORRESPONDENCE THAT YOU 

IDENTIFIED THIS AFTERNOON AS DOCUMENTS IN YOUR POSSESSION OR 
YOUR ATTORNEYS' POSSESSION, WERE THOSE THINGS THAT YOU OBTAINED 
IN YOUR TENURE AS THE ARCHIVIST? 

A THEY WERE THINGS WHICH I GOT FROM OMAR GARRISON. 

Q WERE THEY PART OF THE ARCHIVES ORIGINALLY, OR WAS 

IT THROUGH YOUR EFFORTS THAT THOSE THINGS BECAME PART OF THE 
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ARCHIVES? 

A THEY WERE PART OF THE ARCHIVES. 

Q WHAT SORT OF THINGS DO THE SARAH NORTHRUP CORRESPON¬ 

DENCE TALK ABOUT? 

A IT WAS LETTERS BETWEEN THE HAN AND HIS WIFE. I 

DON'T RECALL. THEY ARE NOT VERY SIGNIFICANT. 

Q MR. ARMSTRONG, LET ME ASK YOU ONE LAST QUESTION: 

WHY DID YOU FIND IT SIGNIFICANT ENOUGH TO KEEP THE PERSONAL 
CORRESPONDENCE OF A MAN AND HIS WIFE, KEEP COPIES OF THAT AND 
PROVIDE IT TO YOUR ATTORNEYS? WHY WAS THAT SIGNIFICANT ENOUGH 
TO KEEP? 

I 

A I WANTED ADVICE AS TO WHAT TO DO. 

Q ON INFORMATION THAT WAS PRIVILEGED AND WITHIN YOUR 

CARE AND CUSTODY? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: I AM GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT QUESTION AS 
ASSUMING FACTS NOT IN EVIDENCE. 

MR. KOHLWECK: WE HAVE ALREADY ESTABLISHED EACH OF THOSE 
THINGS WAS WITHIN THE ARCHIVES. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: WE HAVE NOT ESTABLISHED THAT THEY 
BELONGED TO THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA. 

MR. KOHLWECK: WE HAVE ESTABLISHED THEY DIDN’T BELONG 

j 

TO YOUR CLIENT. j 

I 

Q NOW, MY QUESTION IS, WHY IS IT SIGNIFICANT? WHAT 

COULD YOU DO WITH THOSE LETTERS? 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: HE'S JUST ANSWERED THE QUESTION. 

THE WITNESS: I WANTED MY ATTORNEYS’ ADVICE. I FELT MY 
LIFE WAS AT RISK. I THOUGHT I WAS GOING TO BE SUBJECT TO 
SCIENTOLOGY OR L. RON HUBBARD'S HARASSMENT OF SOME KIND. 
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» 

Q SO YOU FEEL THAT THESE LETTERS ARE AN INSURANCE 

POLICY? IS THAT THE BOTTOM LINE? 

A I ASKED FOR ADVICE. I ASKED WHAT ARE THE CONSE¬ 

QUENCES. 

Q ALL RIGHT. YOU ARE AVOIDING MY QUESTION. I AM 

ASKING YOU WHY YOU TOOK THEM, AND YOU ARE TELLING ME WHAT YOU 
DID WITH THEM. THERE IS A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN "WHY" AND "WHAT." 
MAYBE YOU WOULD LIKE TO DISCUSS THAT WITH YOUR COUNSEL. 

MS. DRAGOJEVIC: HE HAS ANSWERED THAT QUESTION NUMEROUS 
TIMES. HE SAYS THAT HE WANTED ADVICE, HE FELT HIS LIFE WAS IN 
DANGER. THAT IS THE ANSWER TO THE QUESTION. 

THE WITNESS: IT IS A DANGER OF WHAT I KNOW; OKAY? THE 

ONLY ANSWER, I NO LONGER BECAME A RISK IF THE DOCUMENTS ARE 
SAFE. 

Q BY MR. KOHLWECK: AND YOU NO LONGER BECAME A RISK 

IF YOU LEFT THE DOCUMENTS BEHIND; ISN'T THAT A FACT? 

A I LEFT THEM BEHIND. 

Q IS THERE ANYTHING IN THOSE DOCUMENTS THAT IS A 

THREAT TO YOU PERSONALLY WHERE MR. HUBBARD SAYS TO A WIFE OR 
A WIFE SAYS TO MR. HUBBARD, "WE’VE GOT TO DO SOMETHING ABOUT 
ARMSTRONG"? 

A NOTHING LIKE THAT IN THE DOCUMENTS. 

Q AND THOSE DOCUMENTS ARE FAIRLY DATED, AREN'T THEY, 

TO A PERIOD IN TIME WHEN YOU WERE VERY MUCH A YOUTH, ARE THEY 
NOT? 

A FOR THE MOST PART. 

MR. KOHLWECK: THAT IS WHERE I THINK WE OUGHT TO END IT 
FOR TODAY. 
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(WHEREUPON AT 4:15 P.M. AN ADJOURNMENT 
WAS TAKEN UNTIL WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 18, 

1982 ; 1 0 : 00 A.M.) 


GERALD DAVID ARMSTRONG 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 

) SS. 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 


I, GREGORY R. ADELSON, CSR NO. 1873, RPR , A NOTARY 

PUBLIC IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA, DO HEREBY CERTIFY: 

THAT PRIOR TO BEING EXAMINED, THE WITNESS NAMED IN THE 
FOREGOING DEPOSITION, TO WIT, GERALD DAVID ARMSTRONG , 

WAS BY ME DULY SWORN TO TESTIFY THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE TRUTH, 
AND NOTHING BUT THE TRUTH; 

THAT SAID DEPOSITION WAS TAKEN BEFORE ME AT THE TIME 
AND PLACE THEREIN SET FORTH AND WAS TAKEN DOWN BY ME IN 
SHORTHAND AND THEREAFTER TRANSCRIBED INTO TYPEWRITING UNDER 
MY DIRECTION AND SUPERVISION, AND I HEREBY CERTIFY THE FORE¬ 
GOING DEPOSITION IS A FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT TRANSCRIPT OF 
MY SHORTHAND NOTES SO TAKEN. 

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT I AM NEITHER COUNSEL FOR NOR 
RELATED TO ANY PARTY TO SAID ACTION NOR IN ANYWISE 
INTERESTED IN THE OUTCOME THEREOF. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I HAVE HEREUNTO SUBSCRIBED MY 
NAME AND AFFIXED MY OFFICIAL SEAL THI S 23 ^ DAY 0F, 
1982- 



IC 'I NT AND FOR THE COUNTY 
ELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
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GREY AND KOHLWECK 
Attorneys at Law 
1821 Wilshire Boulevard 
Suite 210 

Santa Monica, CA. 90403 
(213) 820-4676 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 



Gregory R. Adeteon, CSR NO. 1873 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


CHI'-OH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF 
CAIO FCRNTA, INC., a 
California corporation, 

P1 ain tiff, 

vs . 


CASE NO. C 420 153 

NOTICE OF DEPOSITION AND 
NOTICE TO PRODUCE BOOKS, 
DOCUMENTS AND OTHER TANGIBLE 
THINGS AT DEPOSITION 


GERALD ARMSTRONG, and 
DOES 1 through 10, 
inc1 usive, 


Defendants 


i'O: DEFENDANT GERALD ARMSTRONG AND TO HIS ATTORNEY OF RECORD 


HEREIN: 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that plaintiff, CHURCH OF 


SCleN'ivLOGY OF CALI PORN IA , INC., a California corpora!: i on (l.orei n- 
oftcr referred to as "plaintiff") will take the deposition on 
oral examination of defendant GERALD ARMSTRONG (hereinafter 
referred to as "defendant") on Wednesday, August 11, 1982 at 

10:00 o'clock a.m. Said deposition shall be taken in the law 
offices of Grey and Kohlweck, located at 1821 Wilshire Boulevard, 


Suite #210, Santa Monica, California 90403. 
















1 ) 

Said deposition will be taken before a Notary Public 
who is not a relative, employee, attorney or counsel of any of 
tbe parties, nor a relative or employee of any such attorney or 
counsel, nor a person financially interested in the within 
action. 

If said deposition is not completed on its respective 
date, the taking thereof shall continue from day to day there¬ 
after at the same time and place, Sundays and holidays excepted, 
until completed. 


NOTICE IS HEREBY FURTHER GIVEN that in addition to 
attending at the time and place and on the date specified above, 
defendant is requested, directed and required, pursuant to 
California Code of Civil Procedure, Sections 2016 and 2019, 
to then and there produce, for inspection, examination and 
copying by plaintiff, the following books, documents and other 


tangible things: 


NOTES TO ITEMS REQUESTED 


NOTE 1. Each and every reference to any party to 
this action is intended, and shall be for all purposes deemed 


and construed, to 


to the party named 


and to each and all of his or its co-parties, assignors, attorneys, 
accountants, employees, agents end other representatives. 

NOTE 2. The word "writing", wherever appearing in 
any Note or Item herein, is intended, and shall be for all 
purposes deemed and construed, to mean each and every writing 
as said term is defined in and by California Evidence Code, 

Section 250. 

NOTE 3. The within Notice to Produce Books, Documents 
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1 


and Other Tangible Things at Deposition, seeks, in the case of 
each and every writing described or referred to herein, the 
o-riginal thereof, unless the same does not repose in the 
possession, custody or control of defendant and is not otherwise 
available or accessible to him, in which case the within Notice 
to Produce seeks the best, most true, most complete and most 
legible copy thereof. 

NOTE 4. The within Notice to Produce Books, Documents 
and Other Tangible Things at Deposition seeks only the items 
which both (1) are described or referred to herein and (2) pre¬ 
sently repose in the possession, custody or control of, or are 
otherwise available or accessible to defendant. 

ITEMS P PIQUE STEP 

Any and all letters, memoranda, notes, records, diaries, 
calendars, reports, papers, documents and other written matter, 
and any drafts or revisions thereof relating to the subject 
matter of this action, including, but not limited to, any 
material obtained by defendant during his tenure as the custodian 
of records for the Archives Project of the Church of Scientology 
of California, including, by way of example and not limitation: 
journals, memoranda, drafts, notes, orders, letters, HCOB’s, 


HCOPL’s, any other form of policy or technical directive 


s or 


bulletins, photographs, audio and video 


ngs of every 


kind, artifacts, memorabilia, antique writings and 
books, novels and other publications of L. Ron or Mary Sue 
Hubbard, or any other material not above described but being 
// 

// 
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a part of the Archives collection 

DATED: August 4, 1982. 


) 


GREY AND KOHLWECK 


By: 




a $ 

'JL-lsK. • 



Carl E. Kohl week, Esq. 
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.STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 

Co unty of - 


} 


jj. 


/, the undersigned, %ay: lam the _ _ 


in the above entitled action; I /haue rend the foregoing 


■znd know the contents thereof; and that the same is true of mv on n knuu ledge, except as to the r\iii r m htch rj- e 
therein stated upon my inforfruition o r I cl ef, and as to those matters iEit I l-chei e :t to he true. 


I artify (or declare) under p^e.n^zlty of perjury, th.it the foregoing is true and cui'cct. 


Executed on _ 


at 


C.d.'.r - , 


(dlfc) 


(p’*ce) 


(Si^r.iturc) 


(PROOF uF SERVICE BY MAIL - 1013a, 2015.5 C.C.P.) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGEL ES _ 


ss. 


1 cm a resident of/cm flowed in the COur.ty cfcresaid; 1 cm ocer the c£e of t ightccn y cr\ -_ - 2 not c party to ■ ' .f icaam 
entitled action; my business address/residence address is 

1821 W i ls h ire Boul evar d, _ Suite #21 0 y _ Santa __Mo n_i c a_, CA. _9 0 4 0.3_ 


On _ August 4 


_ . 19 ®._R_ / sen 


ed the u it hm Noti ce of Depos i t ion __ 


and. No_t ice t_o...Produce B .oo.k sDocuments and.jOther Tangib le Things.,— 

0 ^ m.*: :ti iN r>4;i :'i i • i O) 

on the _ in terested parties__ ____ .... _ 

in said action , by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed cm (lope XXJC^t.XXitXJCX'X'XkX^C.'jpX^XXX^vA'? 


I * 


o ddre j *ed us f'.dlous: 


BY HAND DELIVERY 


Centos & Bunch 

5855 Topanga Canyon Boulevard 
Woodland Hills, California 91367 


I certify (or declare), under penalty of perjury,* that the for egomg is true and correct. 

Frrmf.d nn August 4, 1 982 _ at Santa Monica, 

(date) 


, Cc Ufurr. kj 



CARL E. KOHLWECK 

* Both the i-erific/stion o^d prtxyf of teriice by rrvii'f forms , bein^ tipnrd under p+~e;tty of perjury, do not nntoriutiorx. 

/,.*v ' 3 : t r - 3* ■° . 3 31 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE 

DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 

* 



LA VENDA VAN SCHAICK, > 

Plaintiff ) 

) 

J CIVIL ACTION 

vs * j NO. 79-24 91-G 

) 

CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF ) 

CALIFORNIA, et al, ) 

Defendants ) 


AFFIDAVIT OF GERRY ARMSTONG 


I, Gerry Armstrong, hereby swear under the pains and 
penalties of perjury as follows: 

1) I have personal knowledge of the following facts: 

2) I was a member of the Sea Organization of 
Scientology from February 1971 to December 1981, during which 
time I held many positions and was in many locations where I 
directly observed L. Ron Hubbard and other Scientology 
executives. At no time did I ever get the impression that 
Mr. Hubbard or any other senior executive considered that 
Scientology is a religion. My own understanding, held throughout 
all the time X spent in Scientology, and the policy expressed 

8 



zn q 







) J 

t4 me by other Sea Org members was that Scientology operated 
totally as a business, and Its efforts to be recognized as e 
•religion" vers only to evade taxation and government 
regulations. 


3) In January 1980, I was assigned to a project to 
collect materials about L. Ron Hubbard for the purpose of 
providing documentation for a biography to be written by 
Omar V. Garrison. During the following two years I read 
several thousand pages of documentation, much of it written by 
Mr. Hubbard himself. Never before had anyone within 
Scientlogy ever had all this information assembled in one 
place or had the opportunity to view and assimilate the whole 
truth about L. Ron Hubbard. Proa these documents and other 
sources I learned that Mr. Hubbard had continually 
misrepesented hiaself and had lied about his past, his 
accomplishments and credentials. I learned also from the 
documents I collected that Mr. Hubbard had lied about how and 
why Scientology had been established as a •religion". In a 
despatch he wrote in early 1980 to the people in charge of the 
projects he had ordered to remedy his legal problems with the 
IRS and various damage claim cases, he stated that the 
creation of Scientology as a "religion" was not his idea but 
had corns about when the membership of Scientology in the early 

m 

1950's, unbeknownst to him, had voted to form a "church*. I 


personally saw and read that despatch 


Mr 


Hubbard' 








dtatiBtnt is s lie. In s letter to the heed of Scientology in 
the 08 in early 1953, Nr. Hubbard stated* 

"We don't want a clinic. We want one in 
operation but not in name. Perhaps we could call 
it a Spiritual Guidance Center. Think up its 
naae, will you. And we could put in nice desks 
and our boys in neat blue with diplomas on the 
vails and 1. knock psychotherapy into history and 
2. make enough money to shine up my operating 
scope and 3. keep the HAS solvent. It is a 
problem in practical business. 

"I await your reaction on the religion 

• « 

angle. In ay opinion# we couldn't get worse 

public opinion than ve have had or have less 

<• 

customers with what we've got to sell. A 
religious charter would be necessary in 
Pennsylvania or NJ to sake it stick. But I sure 
could make it stick. We're treating the present 
time beingness, psychotherapy treats the past and 
the brain. And brother, that's religion, not 
mental science." 

I found a great deal of similar evidence in the materials I 
assembled before I left Scientology. Mr. Hubbard's life has 
been a continuing pattern, since the early 1940's, of 
fraudulent business practices, tax evasion, flight from 
creditors and those seeking recompense, and then going into 







- '. w 

hiding, outside th* reach of wronged individual! and legal 
jurisdictions. In abort, it la the life of a con nan. 

4) In early 1980 I vaa alao assigned to a niesion, 
the purpose of which was to work out legal strategies, and get 
then implemented, which would allow Mr. Hubbard to still 
control all of Scientology via his Coamodore's Messenger 
Organization while being shielded from any lawsuits or legal 
invlvements and responsibilities. One of the main problems 
which had to be resolved by this mission, and one of the 
arguments used in various court cases as proof that 
Scientology was not s religion, was the fact that Scientlogy 
was set up so that funds inured to the benefit of L. Ron 
Hubbard. For years Mr. Hubbard had had hia legal 
representatives claim that he was not paid by Scientology, 
other than a $35,000.00 annual consultant's fee, and royalties 
from sales of his books. Another claim was that he did not 
control Scientology monies. The fact is he had absolute 
control of all Scientology accounts. As late as 1980 Z saw a 
despatch from him in which he ordered that unlimited 
Scientology funds were approved for a project to get him a 
Nobel Prize. Another fact is tht he received millions of 
Scientology dollars directly from a foreign corporation called 
Religious Research Foundation. Payments for auditing or 
courses at Flag by non-US Scientologists went into RRF 
accounts which Hr^> Hubbard controlled absolutely and used 





totally foe hia own purposes. 


5) X learned through »y study of ths documentation X 
assembled, and from nors than tsn years of observation of 

Hr. Hubbard and the Scientology movement, that Mr. Hubbard has 

* 

cruelly deceived his followers to the point where they will 
themselves lie and attempt to deceive others about the truth 
cncernlng him and Scientology. Scientology spokesmen and 
witnesses have stated that Hr. Hubbard doesn't control the 
organizations. The fact is he has absolute control, including 
financial control, and Scientologists know it. Between 1978 
and 1980 I participated, along with at least 250 other 
Scientologists, in several massive operations to destroy or 
hide the evidences of Hr. Hubbard's control. Scientology 
spokesmen and witnesses have claimed that throughout 1980 and 
1981 Hr. Hubbard could not be reached through the 
organization, or that organization executives did not know 
where he was. The fact is, the most senior executives were in 
continual communication with him throughout this period. 
Scientology spokesmen and witnesses have gone to great lengths 
to "prove" that Scientology is a valid religion, while knowing 
that it was simply a behavior therapy masquerading as a 
"church", and making a mockery of actual honest religious 
practices. In 1980, Watchdog Committee, the senior CKO body, 
responsible only to Hr. Hubbard and senior to every 
Scientology organization, ordered that every Sea Org member 





to coaplsta tnl Rini*t«i , » Court* in v .p »«««*• ««. wwm ^ 
would bo uiisned to tho RVF* Tho ctuon given was to mak* 
ovary Soa Org member a *ainiator of tho church of Scientology* 
and so avoid tho 09 Soloctivo Sarvico draft than ponding. 
What aoat Scientologists, and especially Soa Org aeabars, 
don't know is that Nr. Hubbard had duped then. Ny knowledge 
based on docuaentation and observation, is that the aajor 
reason for Hr. Hubbard's calling Scientology a "religion*, in 
addition to tax evasion, is to hide behind Constitutional 
guarantees for religions and so carry out his scheme of mind 
control to keep hi6 followers duped. He has systematically 
and knowingly lied to and defrauded his followers, ke them 
from finding out the truth or becoming free with cr 1 and 
bizarre treatment, as for example with the RPP, and kept them 
economically and mentally suppressed, while he made millions 
of dollars from their labor. 

6) I am personally aware that Hr. Hubbard's policy of 
Fair Game is still a practice of Scientology. Since I left 
the organization with my wife in December 1981, I have been 
declared an enemy, and I believe my life and ray wife's life, 
are in danger. 

Signed under tha pains and penalties of perjury this 
22nd day of July, 1982. 
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TAMPA OXVZSlop 


» 


TOnJA BUKOKM/ 

Plaintiff 

v. 

CHURCH OP SCIENTOLOGY 
OF CALIFORNIA/ 

Defendants 


CASE NO. S0-S01-Civ-Y-1 



AFFIDAVIT OF GERRY ARMSTRONG 

I, Carry Armstrong, hereby eweer under the pains 
and penalties of perjury as followst 


1) I have personal knowledge of the following 

facts: 


2) Tonja Burden served as a messenger for 

L. Ron Hubbard on board the Apollo, and later in Dunedin. 

• • 

Florida. While on the Apollo and in Dunedin Ms. Burden 
was not provided with any education similar to a high 
school curriculum. She was required to work long hours 
every day of the week with one day off scheduled, but not 

e 

* # 

necessarily allowed, every two weeks. Ms. Burden’s work 

» 

was mostly directly for L. Bon Hubbard, and his organisation 
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f : ' * * 

• • ^ • . • < 


• * 
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* 
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, r exhibit^ 

fori.d._.? r __ 

Gregory a Addson, CSR NO. 1873 
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rh* Church of Scientology, which X personally observed 
him totally dominate and control, both on the Apollo 
and up to the time he left Remet, California In February 
or Mirch of 1980* 

• • 


3) After Hr. Hubbard left Dunedin, Florida 
in March 1976 Tonja Burden was oy junior In the LRH 

External Communications office In Dunedin. 1 personally 

* 

observed Ms. Burden working long hours daily In the LEC 
office, much of which work consisted of coding and de- 

m 

coding telexes for the Guardian's Office, L. Bon Hubbard 
and the C.M.O. I observed that Ms. Burden was under . 
c'ohsTcferahIV"pressure and was emotionally upset a great 

• > 

• • • 

deal of the time. 

a 

• • 

• • ••• 

4) I personally observed Tonja Burden being' 

placed in the Rehabilitation Project Force in Clearwater, 
Florida in 1977, as I was the senior in chargeof the 
RPF during chat time. While in Florida, I am personally 
aware chat Ms. Burden was not provided any high school 

educational opportunities, and in fact 1 am aware that 

' 

other minors in Clearwater between Koveaber 1975 and 
December 1977, when Ms. Burden left; did not receive 
normal educational opportunist#*, lived for the most 
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• W 

part in grossly overcrowded, and Charsfora illegal, 

s 

living conditions, and Chat many sCaps and measures 
vara taken Co conceal from City auChorlcles the fact 
that minimal living standards vara not being met by tha 

a 

Church of Scientology. X personally observed people 

* • 

In the RPF sleeping on-, floors, in storage rooms, la 
the boiler room, and in other suh-huoan conditions, 
including Tonja Burden. 1 personally participated in 
several actions to cover up the fact that many RPF 
members were sleeping in the garage of Che ForC Harrison 
Hotel, and that upwards of fifty RPF members vara 
sleeping in an unventilated storage .room* The'RPf was 

. a • • 

. . — •• 

rested b'y'Mr. Hubbard in 1974 on the Apollo, and X 

• • 

became personally convinced from years of close observation 
of the RPF Chet it was used by Hr; Hubbard and others 

a 

• » 
Co degrada people end break their spiric. 


• I 


• • • • 


5) When Tonja Burden attempted to leave the 

organization in November - December 1977, I was seat 

together with my wife at the time, Terri Armstrong, now 

Terri Gamboa, to pick up Ms. Burden in Lee Vegas, Nevada, 

and Cake her to Lot Angeles, California to be security 

checkedon a meter and to obtain har signstura on various 

« • 

documents. Including releases end waivers which Hr. 
Hubbard end the organization required. 




’ 6) In Scientology, formal education is 
constantly discouraged. From Hubbard down, on all lavala 
of command, minors and others both on tha ship and in 
Florida were continually discouraged from pursuing normal 
educational channels, and educational opportunities vara 
specifically not mads available. Tha averments of my 
former wife, Terri Armstrong Gamboa, on this claim that 
educational opportunities wera available and encouraged 

by tha seniors in tha CMO are absolute fabrications. 

• • 

Everyone in Scientology knows that traditional educational- 

m 

requirements are abhorred by Mr. Hubbard and the organization 
and not made available. Also traditional for ma of-ta edfr^l— 

• - .■ ii ■ ■ 

and~de~ntal care were discouraged and made difficult to 

• v • 

obtain. •• 

• i 
m 

m 

a 

7) Between February 1971 and September 1975; 

between December 1975 and June 1976, between January 1978 

\ 

« 

and September 1978, and between April 1979 and March 1980 

* 

1 held positions in Scientology where I vss often in 

. • 

personal contact with L. Ron Hubbard and vhars l coyld. 

• • •. * <s 

.* . 

personally observe him direct and conerol Scientology.v ■ 

throughoyt the world. From January 19?8 to February. 1980. • 

• '• *“ * 

at Mr. Hubbard's and tha*CM0*a headquarters In-La Quints,* 

. • • 

California and Cllman Hotsprings, California, Z aavaral 

» • * * 

times observed and partlelpsted In masslva operations 






involving hundred* of people where ell pepera at cheae 
location* were gone through and any which shoved Hr. Hubbard 
direct control of Scientology or financial control of 
Scientology monies or accounts vert shredded, hidden off 
the properties, or buried. Statements by Scientology 
officers, Guardian*a-Office personnel or CMO members that 
Mr. Hubbard did not control absolutely every Scientology 
organization internationally are false. 

I 

8) In January 1930 I was assigned a special 
project to collect information about L. Ron Hubbard for 
the purpose of a biography which Omar V. Gar rison yaa.- 
-later-hired Co wrltfel During 1980 and 1981 I acquired 
considerable information about the background of Mr. Hubbard 

* t 

I sav thousanda of documanta, many in Mr. Hubbard*a hand* 

* • ♦ 

writing, concerning his medical history, his military 

e 

% 

history, his academic background, end relating to other 
areas of his life. From these documents end from various 
other sources of information, I learned that Mr. Hubbard** 
academic background, military background, proftaslonal 
background, and aeveral other areaa of hia ptraonal hlatory, 
have baen uniformly miaraprasantad by both hia and thd . • 
Church of Scientology. Mr.' Hubbard has elalaad to have 
a degree in Engineering! In fact ha flunked out of hia 
second year of Engineering school and never graduated. 








Hr. Hubbard claimed to be an Atomic Thj sided 1m 
fact ho took on* semester in Molecular Phenomena la hit 
second year at university and received a nark of "F**. 

Mr. Hubbard clained to.bava a Doctor of Philosophy decreei .. 

la- fact he had someone arrange the "degree" for hla frost 

% 

• • 

a diploma mill. Mr. Hubbard claimed Co have beta awarded 
twenty-one medals slid palms In the Second World War including 
the Purple Hearti in fact he was awarded five medals and 

o 

no Purple Heart. Mr. Hubbard claimed to have been crippled 
and blinded in the war< in fact he was never crippled, nor 

blinded. Mr. Hubbard claimed to have commanded a squadron 

• • 

of corvettes during the Second World Wart in fact ha 
was removed and demoted from the two vessels he did 

command during the ver. Hs has claimed to have done the 

• • 

firat mineraloglcal aurvay of Puerto- Rico* in fact he 

.*4 ; 

never did auch a survay. Ra claimed to have written the - - 

e 

screen play for several Hollywood major films including 

"The Plainsman" and "Dive Bomber"t in fact he worked on 

• • * * 

one serial, and neither of these mentioned films. Mr. 

Hubbard claimed that he did extensive scientific research 
involving hundreds of casts in his development of Dienetlcs 
between 1946 and 1950 when ha published "Dlanetlcs the 
Modem Science of Mental Health"! In fact he did very 

e 

little. If any, rasearch, was at tha time married blgamously, 

• • a * 

• • • • • W 

was seriously mentally and eswtloaally disturbed, ¥tid 

was involved In occult organisations and oparatione. 





Throughout the 1st* *80*s and itrlj *30*s Mr. Hubbard was 
generally chased by creditors, the A.M.A.. lav enforcement 
officials and others as a result of defrauding people and 
as a result of his Involvement in various Illicit'activities. 

Mr. Hubbard has continued his dishonest, unethical activities. 

* • % • 

• * • 

and has used his organization to cover up such activities right 
up to present time. Orgalnzatlon officers have claimed that 
they do not know where Mr. Hubbard 1st the fact is the very ' 
top Church of Scientology officials have bean in regular 
contact with Mr. Hubbard, and his whereabouts has bean 

m v 

s • 

e • • • 

deliberately hidden by tha organization. Organization 
officers have cleimed that Mr. Hubbard is not paid by the 
..church..gf.,Sc 1 enxoJLogyj. a t h«b a n JBP.n mba_Jt»c. 1_ 

royalties on tha sals of his books. Tha fact ia that he 

* • 

had absolute control of all Scientology reserves. Also. 

m 

he ves paid millions of dollars directly from s foreign 

corporation called Religious Research Foundation. Payments 

• ▼ 

m 

\ • 

from non-U.S. Scientologists who took Flag services vers 

channellad to RRF. Hubbard had total control of RRF - 

• • 

monies snd received several million dollars directly 

^ a . • 

. • • • • 

* • 

from this corporation, which Is mads up of Sclsntology 
funds. I am personally aware of this because 1 was - on s 
legal mission in 1980. one of the actions of which wss to 
asks "legal" s 2.1 million dollar payment for film scripts 


A 









J 


* • t 

% 

Mr. Hubbard had written, which Mr. Hubbard's partonal 
accounts offlcsr transfarrad from RRF to Mr. Hubbard's 
parsonal account without tha knowledge or approval of 
Scientology offlcars. In turn, 1 laarnad that Mr. Hubbard 
is a fraud, that ha had dacaivad ma and man/ others, and 
for this reason I laft tha Church of Scientology in ~ 

m 

December 1981. 

m 

t * 

9) I have tinea been declared an eneoy of 
the Church of Scientology and as fearful that ay Ufa 
la in danger. 


Signed -undex^xha palna and vpeivalti£*^£«pexiury. 


this 



ft 


day of 



. 1982 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
MIDDLE DISTRICT OP FLORIDAj 
TAMPA DIVISION 


) ; 

) CASE NO, &G-5Ql-Civ-TrK 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 


SUPPLEMENTAL AFFIDAVIT OF GERRY ARMSTRONG 


I, Gerry Armstrong, hereby depose under pains and 

i 

A 


1) I have personal knowledge of policies of the 
Church of Scientology relating to the following facts, or I 
have had possession of documents and tapes relating to the 
following facts: 


2) On or about September 28, 1980, a meeting took 
place in the Cedars Complex at Los Angeles, California, one 

of the corporate headquarters of the Church of Scientology 

« 

of California, (CSC). The meeting was attended by Charles 
Parselle, (C.P.), Deputy Guardian for Legal, (DGL) , at WW, 
who was in charge of all legal activities for Scientology 


TONJA BURDEN, 

Plaintifi 

V. 

CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY 
OF CALIFORNIA, 

Defendant#. 
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throughout the world and Laurel Sullivan, (L.S.), the 
personal representative of L. Ron Hubbard, a long term 

i 

senior executive of Scientology and then In Charge, I/C, of 
a special legal Mission, (MCCS), which mission was seeking 
to conceal Hubbard's control of Scientology and develop 
strategies to effectuate actual control by Mr. Hubbard 
without incurring legal responsibility. Dick Sullivan, a 
junior executive of the MCCS mission, pursuant to orders, 
tape recorded the meeting. The individuals in attendance at 
this meeting are knowledgeable of the fact that Mr. Bubbard 
has always controlled all aspects of CSC including its bank 
accounts, policies, etc. 


3) At the meeting, the following exchange took 
place relating to the corporate structure of the 


Organization and Mr. Hubbard's position in the structure. 
This exchange was tape recorded with the knowledge and 
assent of all present: 


L.S. "There is no need for them to bf 
the actual Board of Directors. 

C.P. There's no need at §Tl’for them to 
be the Board of Directors in order for 
them to run the Church, but the authority 
of the Church has to lie somewhere, and 
on some basis. And since the Church has 
always chosen a corporate entity, 
eventually the authority is going to have 
to vest with the Board of Directors. The 
only reason it's worked so long without 
that occurring is because is &££££££ 

LRH and h^ ve Ignored 
lines ." (Emphasis supplied) 
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4 ) It was common knowledge among senior executives 
of CSC that Mr. Hubbard had absolute control of all large 

t 

corporate bank accounts and that he, alone, had the 
authority to order withdrawal of very large amounts frpm 
these accounts. Be controlled these accounts through 
various people, jpainly CMO members. Neither- the "Directors" 
of CSC nor any other CSC executives had such authority or 
control. This policy was practiced throughout the period of 
at least 1970 to when I left the Organization in December, 
1981. 


5) Mr. Hubbard received millions of dollars through 
a dummy corporation (R.R.F.), specifically set up to funnel 
money to him which should have been paid to CSC by foreign 
‘ customers paying for "Flag" services. "Flag" is part of 

. ■ ^^ i.i . m ^ m — <■ ». m s i ■ — ■ f ~ ■ ■■■■ — ■■ — pW—.. hw i ih im—^ 

CSC. At a strategy meeting on September 29, 1980, held by 
several high ranking senior executives of the Church, the 
purpose of which was to develop legal strategies to shield 
Mr. Hubbard but funnel corporate money to him, the following 
exchange took place. This exchange was tape recorded with 

* * * im 

the knowledge of all present. The following people were 

some of those present! 

»•. „ • 

■ - 

a. Charles ParBelle, Deputy Guardian 
Legal World Wide, (CP) 

b. Alan Wertheimer, attorney for L. Ron 
Hubbard working with Laurel Sullivan and 
the MCCS Mission, (AW) 

c. Laurel Sullivan, L. Ron Hubbard's 
Personal Representative and 1/C of MCCS, 

(LS) > 
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d. Dick Sullivan, husband of Laurel 
Sullivan and a junior executive on the 
MCCS Mission, (DS) 

The exchange was as follows: 

CP: "Right. That's a very helpful 
exercise. And also I may say this, that 
it is very very helpful for LRH to have 
his own attorneys, i.e. yourselves, 
because for many years we have been 
missing this essential service and we 
have done this exercise of trying to 
think of the way it would be on the one 
side and trying to think of the way it 
would iAe on the other side and it really 
doesn't work very well to do that. It 
doesn't work to represent both parties at 
the same'Vlme. Especially if you also 
happen to be a Scientologist and involved 
in that particular way as well. So, I'm 
with relief representing the Church 
interest and I certainly invite you to 
represent Ron's interest as much as you 
can. I say that RRF, which is as far as 
I am concerned part of the Church, made a 
mistake when it paid over that 2.1 
million. RRF had nothing... We could 

Church, even though they are corporately 
different^I mean if anything" was a"’sham 
corporation, it's RRF. 

AW: "As I understand it, RRF receives 
monies that would otherwise be due the 
California Church for services rendered 
by the California Church to people 
outside of the country who decide to pay 
the Church from outside the country. 

CP: "That's right. 

AW: "So that's basically right? 

CP: "That's right. Foreign - non-OS 
Scientologists who wish to pay for Flag 
services pay RRF and then go to Flag and 
take the services. RRF was originally 
supposed to hold the money until the 
service was rendered and then pay it to 
CSC. But in fact, it has not really done 
that and so CSC has rendered much service 
to many foreign Scientologists and RRF 
has got the money, fortunately for us. 
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RRF wasn't incorporated until 1973 and we 
are now litigating 1972. So, I haven't 
really tried to sort this one out but,it 
obviously is the classic case (loud 
laugh) of inurement, if not fraud. 

(Several laughs«> 

LS: "Well, put,. 1 

Speaker Cnidentifi # d: "It's #11 

privileged. 

DS: "The tape recorder is going here, 

Charles. 

CP: "However, as you can see, our 

financial direction i6 really weighted to 
thi6 solution and it is an ongoing battle 
which I Will eventually win because I am 
the one who has to litigate the case next 
year and we obviously have to handle RRF. 
The way we will probably handle it is by 
simply saying it is part of the same 
Church, in fact. Now that, of course, 
goes directly contrary to what you're 
doing which is to split LRH off from the 
Church and to talk about the corporate 
integrity of the different Churches. 
- trn^ort'unrately7"t'h~e" Ctnrmres do rromave^ 
any corporate integrity. And our efforts 
to give them corporate integrity have not 
hitherto been successful. Now when you 
talk around a table like this and there 
is no Internal Revenue agent present, 
(whispered: I hope so), bugged or 
otherwise, one can work out solutions. 
But when you are a few weeks away from a 
trial and everything you jsay Is going to 
be rammed down your throat, then you hava 
to start looking at v what actually 
happened. And it's very difficult to 
assign significances to things other than 
what was actually being done at the time. 
We are trying to say for example thart 
Flag in 1970 is a part of California 
Church which is probably true but there 
is no documentation to say that and the 
truth of the matter is that Marty 
Greenburg, the accountant, decided to 
include Flag's accounts in California 
accounts some years later for 
convenience. So the decision, what is - 
the IRS can say and are in fact alleging 
that Flag in those years, 1970 to 1972, 


- 5 - 












vas an unincorporated association to 
which C$C'e income inured on a grand 
scale. We cannot point to a document 
which says, "Actually Flag was part of 
CSC during the years of question" because 
it doesn't exist because no one really 
thought of it. So, we have to have a 
different theory of the case which is 
going to account for all facts and 
omitted f$ct$ t&ich do exist. 

Speaker Unidentified: "Is this the why 
of efforts to create corporate integrity 
in 19807* 


6) It is common knowledge among senior executives 

• * i 

of the Organization and it is the policy of CSC that Members 
of the Boards of Directors of the various Scientology 
corporations are mere figureheads, without authority or 
control, not for internal corporate reasons, but rather to 
vest control in Mr. Hubbard. I have personal knowledge that 
in order to carry out this'corporate fraud, Organization 
executives have engaged in various unethicial practices 
including backdating phony Board Minutes and forging 
signatures. 
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State of California ) 
County of Los Angeles ) 


AFFIDAVIT 



FOR |.D. _ 

Gregory RAdelson, CSR NO 
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I Gerry Armstrong, of Los Angeles California, hereby depose 
and state the following: 


1 . That I am a member of the Church of Scientology of California 
and am employed by this Church. 

2. That from 1976 to December 1977 I was working within 

a section of the Church known as the Rehabilitation Project 
Force hereinafter referred to as the RPF at the Church of 
Scientology of California located in Clearwater Florida. 

3. That from 1977 through December 1977 I had personally 

known and had the opportunity to observe an Individual known 
to me as Anne Rosenblum. 

4. That during this period of < 3 ucoJ, 1977 to December 1977 
Anne Rosenblum was also working in the RPF at the Church 
located in Clearwater Florida, although Rosenblum was 

in the RPF throughout the first 9 months of 1973 as well 
as 1977 I am able to testify as regards to her allegations 
concerning the RPF during the time period of August through 
December 1977. 


5. That I have read an affidavit signed by Anne Rosenblum in 
which she describes the living and working conditions 
to have allegedly existed in the RPF. 




On page 32 of Anne Rosenblum 1 s affidavit she swears that: 
"The rules of the RPF are: 1) No Walking.You had to run all 
the time. 4) You were not allowed to go anywhere by yourself 
unless authorized to do so. Even when going to the bathroom 
someone had to go with you. You would also get in trouble 
•if you saw anyone start to go off by themselves and didn’t 
go with them, then report it. 5) You had to call all RPF 
seniors ’Sir’. If there was some reason you had to talk to 
someone outside of the RPF(and got permission for it) you 
had to call them ’Sir 1 when speaking with them. 6) All 
letters you wrote had to be put in a stamped, unsealed 
envelope, then dropped in a box in RPF room. The RPF MAA 
then read all outgoing mail. You are not allowed to send 
anything directly out of the RPF, including and especially 
personel letters." I have personal knowledge of the rules 
that Anne Rosenblum is referring to as above. During the 
time period of August 1977 through December 1977 the above 
rules were in effect as follows: 1) RK no walking this rule 
was rarely if at all enforced. No one was required torun 
if they were carrying anything, in many areas one couldn't 
run ie technical area, where there were many people, between 
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6. (cont.) buildings. The Idea behind this rule was that people 

who were in the RPF were expected to keep busy and not 
hang around idle. 4) During the period of August 1977 through 
December 1977, re being alone, 90$ of the people were allowed 
to be on their own 90$ of the time. The only instances 
that I had observed a "buddy" system would be if a person 
had threatened to act in a manner that violated Church 
policy or act in any manner that might be harmful to them. 

5) Re the rule where someone in the RPF must call every 
senior "Sir"; this rule was not isolated only to the RPF but 
has been a tradition in the Sea Crg (a fraternal organization 
within the Church of Scientology) several years prior to 
the establishment of the RPF. In fact, seniors were not 
always called "Sir". Phis practice was only during such 
actions as roll calls or when reporting up on an order 
carried out. I was the senior to all other RPF personnel 
yet ras rarely called "Sir". 6) RE all letters one wrote 
in the RPF being unsealed and read by another, this rule 
was prevalant to all members of the Clearwater Florida 
Church whether in the RPF or not. 

7. Cn page 36 of Anne Rosenblum's affidavit she swears that: 

"The auditing is set up like the old Saint Hill style- 
everyone audits in the same room, lined up, or on separate 
tables all over the place. At first it was hard to get used 
to doing that, but after a while it stops bothering you, and 
then you really don’t care if everyone hears all the crazy 
things you say in session because you know everyone else 
around you is just as crazy as you.This is the general thought 
of people there. After you’re in the RPF a while you just 
learn to accept the fact that you're crazy and thats why 
you're in the RPF." I have personal knowledge of the type 

of auditing done in the RPF and have observed in over 20,000 
hours of auditing it is not distracting for individuals tc 
audit in the same room as others. In fact when an individual 
would receive auditing he would not be able to really hear 
what was going on in another auditing session as the 
distance apart was sufficient to prevent this and further 
an individual's attention was primarily on their own session. 
In regards to Anne Rosenblum alluding that the general 
thought In the RPF was that everyone is as crazy as you and 
thau s the reason you're in the RPF is entirely false. I 
myself never felt that I was crazy, or the reason why I was 
in the RPF was due to being crazy, and I can definately state 
that 93$ of the people in the RPF that I knew did not feel 
that they were crazy or state such to me. 

8. On page 36 of Anne Rosenblum's affidavit she swears that: 
"Frequently PC's would go nuts in their auditing and start 
hollering and yelling and crying and carrying on. So the 
lech supervisor would Just move the co-audit autside and 
they'd continue auditing in the garage." In regards tothis 
statement, I never observed anyone "go nuts" in observing 
over 20,000 hours of auditing. There was only one incident 
that an Individual in auditing was making too much noise 

so as to disturb other auditing sessions, so that Individual 






and the auditor were allowed to audit outside where they were 
free to make as much noise as they wanted without disturbing 
others. 


9. On page 39 of Anne Rosenblum's affidavit she swears that: 

"An RPF KAA or someone high up in the RPF would sleep near 
the door, and of cause bed checks were done nightly. There 
were also F.H. security guards constantly policing the F.H. 
plus an RPF guard in the garage at night." I have personal 
knowledge of the security situation described and it is as 
follows: There was a security guard for the Fort Harrison, 
however like anyother security guard his main function was that 
of keeping awake at his desk and dealing with any people who 
wanted to come into the F.H. at night. What Anne Rosenblum 
refers to as the RPF guard was actually the position of 

case supervisor who worked on preparing auditing fblders 
for the next days use. Anne Rosenblum was the case supervisor 
at this time. The case supervisors secondary function in the 
RPF was to act as a terminal to whom someone could see if they 
needed anything during the off hours. During the time Anne 
Rosenblum was in the RPF, the RPF personnel slept in as many 
as 6 locations, none of which were observable by the case 
supervisor/"guard". Thus it never was the intention thatthls 
person guard anyone and it was not his or her function. 

10. On page 40 of Anne Rosenblum's affidavit she swears that: 

"I was given a 'twin' and started ny RPF auditing programme. 

At this point I realized I was a list 1 R/Ser because the' 
person I was twinned with was a list 1 R/3er. According to 
RPF rules, only list 1 R/Sers could be twinned with list 1 R/Sers. 
This order is one of the F.O. 3434 series." I have personal 
knowledge of the activity of twinning list 1 R/Sers with 
list 1 R/Sers. I was the bosun of the RPF at the time, which 
equivalent to the Executive Director of an organization. I 
am familiar with the particular F.O. 3434 Anne Rosenblum is 
referring to and I know that this policy of twinning up 
list 1 R/Sers with list 1 R/3ers was never implemented 
because I knew the reason for doing it was incorrect. I.also 
know that Anne Rosenblum wrote the above mentioned policy. 




On page 40 of Anne Rosenblum's affidavit she swears that: 

"I finally realized and accepted the fact that I was an SP, 
psychotic and needed the RPF. It was my only hope for 
salvation. This thing of 'psychosis' is very much imposed 
on you in the RPF." I know that when I was in the RPF with 
Anne Rosenblum no one imposed upon her that she was psychotic 
nor was anyone else made to feel that they were psychotic. 

In fact I and others in the RPF ensured that no one would 
impose upon RPF members that they were psychotic, evil or 
anything of that nature. Not any person tried to impose 
upon me nor imply to me that I was psychotic during the 
17 months I was in the RPF, nor did I observe any other 
person become psychotic as a result of their RPF programme. 
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12. On page 41 of Anne Rosenblum'a affidavit she swears that: 

"At musters people told success stories such as: 'Today 

I realized why I'm in the RPF. I realized that I really 
am psychotic about many things and that I really have to 
handle it...." I have personal knowledge about the nature 
of the success stories given at musters from observing 
people give success stories in the RPF from June 1976 to 
December 1977 and stories of this type were very rare, in 
fact prehaps only one out of every hundred would be of 
this nature. The other 99 that Anne Rosenblum failed to 
mention were of the nature of "I really enjoyed my auditing"; 
"I'm really doing well" etc. 

13. On page 42 of Anne Rosenblum's affidavit she swears that: 
"About a dozen people were sent to the RPF's RPF during 
the time I was there... Usually the people there were those 
who wanted to leave or who had been involved in some sort 
of 'out 2D'. 'Cut 2D' consisted of kissing or holding 
hands with the opposite sex. You were not allowed any 
relationships with the opposite sex unless you were marrid." 
During the time I was in the RPF no one was ever sent to 
the RPF's RPF for activities such as holding hands or 
kissing. In fact I know of relationships that were started 
by individuals who were in the RPF. Two couples, Mr. and Mrs. 
Kerry Gleason and Mr. and Mrs. Glen Poole got married while 
one or both of the spouses were in the RPF. I know that 

the Church does not approve of promiscuity and suchactivities 
were not allowed, however such things as holding hands, 
kissing and the like were not prohibited.- 

14. I swear under penalty of perjury that the abve statements 
are true to the best of my knowledge and are made entirely 
on my own free will. 
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WIBI T-i? L A 


FOR I.D .-JlJi zLlzZLZ 


Gregory R. Adelsun, CSR NO. 1873 

& /1{L[ZL&2££A2£ 


I Gerry Armstrong, of Los Angeles California, hereby depose 

and state the following: 

1. That I am a member of the Church of 3cientology of California 
and am employed by this Church. 

2. That from 1976 to December 1977 I was working within 

a section of the Church known as the Rehabilitation Project 
Force hereinafter referred to as the RPF ' .at .the Church of 
Scientology~of California located in Clearwater Florida. 

3. That from August 1977 up through November 1977 I had 
personally known and had the opportunity to observe an 
individual known to me as Tonja Burden. 

4. That during this period of August 1977 to November 1977 
Tonja 3urden was also working in the RPF at the Church 
located in Clearwater Florida. 

5. That I have read an affidavit signed by Tonja Burden dated 
25 January 1980, in which she describes livihg : and working 
conditions Tonja claims to have existed In the RPF during 
the time period of August 1977 to November 1977. 

6. On page 9 of Tonja 3urden's affidavit she s’wears that: 

"In the RPF you were labeled 'treasonous'..I personally 
know that no one was labeled'treasonous'because they were 
in the RPF, including Tonja 3urden. 

7. On page 9 and 10 of Tonja Burden's affidavit she swears 
that: "and forced to work 18 hours a day, 7 days a week" 
in regards to the schedule she alleged to have had to 
maintain in the RPF. I personally know that neither Tonja 
Burden nor anyone else worked a schedule of 18 hours a day 
for 7 days a week. The actual schedule of the RPF was as 
follows; 8 hours of work a day; hours of sleep; £hour for 
each meal break three times a day; -J-hour for hygiene; £hour 
for a meeting of alii Individuals in the RPFjand 6 hours 
devoted to spiMtuiaiTi counseling or training to be able to 
administer spiritual counseling to another.This was the 
schedule that I personally observed Tonja Burden adhere to 
while she was In the RPF from August 1977 to November 1977. 

8. On page 10 of TonJIa Burden's affidavit she swears that: 

"and often times received only 'rice and beans' and water" 
in regards to the food she_ alleged : to have received. 

I personally know that Tonja Burden never ateT^ice and beans 
and water while on the RPF. I also personally know that 
no one else ate only rice and beans and water while Tonja 
Burden was on the RPF from August i977 to November 1977* 










8.(cont.) I personally observed that Tonja 3urden ate a well 
balanced diet Including fruits, vegtables, meats, dairy 
products, and obtained plenty of nutrition. 


9. On page 10 of Ponja 3urden's affidavit she swears that: 

"i personally observed a person chained to pipes in the 
boiler room in the Fort Harrison building for a period of 
weeks." I personally know that no one was ever chained 

to pipes in the boiler room of the Fort Harrison building 
nor was any one ever chained anywhere else. I personally 
know that the longest period of time any one individual 
would' work in the boiler room area of the Fort Harrison 
building was 4 days to 1 week at approximately 13 to 14 
hours in any one day. 

10. On page 10 of Tonja 3urden's affidavit she swears that: 

"in the RPF I saw people screaming and crying during the 
constant ’auditing 1 on the E-Meter." I have personally 
observed more than 20,000 hours of Individuals receiving 
"auditing" Including during the time period which Ponja 
3urden was in the RPF. During this time I never observed 
Ponja 3urden or anyone else to scream while receiving 
"auditInc" v * ’ • ' .. 


11. On page 10 of Ponja Burden's affidavit she swears that: 

"Phe E-Meter is a lie detector used during auditing." 

I personally know that the E-Meter is not a lie detector 
but is a religious artifact designed to be used as an aid 
in spiritual counseling (auditing) and that no claims are 
made to it with respect to the E-Meter being able to 
cure,diagnose or otherwise prevent or detect any disease, 
ailment or other 3uch claim. I also personally know that 
Ponja 3urden was aware of the true function of the E-Meter 
as is every individual who receives auditing when the E-Meter 
is used. 

12. On page 10 of Ponja 3urden’s affidavit she swears that: 

"RPF prisoners were forced to undergo ’auditing’ in order 
to ’audit out’ their evil purposes against Hubbard and 
Scientology." I personally know that no one was a prisoner 
while in the RPF, Including Ponja Burden. I know that if 
any individual desired to leave the RPF they were free to 
do so and I have observed several individuals leave the 
RPF upo<v> HtQowr. 

I also personally know that neither Tonja Burden nor anyone 
else was ever forced to undergo "auditing" while in the RPF 
or in other sections within the Church. The rule in the RPF 
was that if an individual did not want to get auditing they 
would not get auditing as the entire procedure of auditing 
depends entirely oft one receiving It on cneb own free will. 
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12. (cont.) I also personally know that neither Ponja Burden nor 

anyone else was forced to "audit out" any evil purposes 
against Hubbard, Scientology or other associated entity 
or individual. I know that Tonja Burden only had access 
to one individual's confessional folder, a record of the 
auditing sessions of the individual, and has no knowledge 
on other person's spiritual states than thl3 one individual. 

13. Cn page 10 of Ponja Burden's affidavit she swears that: 

"I virtually cried the whole time I was in the RPF." 

I find this statement to be entirely false. From the 
period of August 1977 to November 1977 while in the RPF 
with Ponja Burden, I spoke with and saw her at least once 
every day, usually several times a day and only once during 
this entire period was Ponja 3urden ever crying, at which 
time I spoke with her in effort to cheer her up. 

14. On page 10 and 11 of Tonja 3urden's affidavit she sv/ears that: 
"approximately two weeks after I returned to Las Vegas two 
of Hubbards agents came to my house and told me that Hubbard 
wanted to see me. I told them I would never return. They 
then asked if I would go for a cup of coffee with them. After 
a short while I agreed to have coffee. I got in the car, in 
the front deat, and sat between the two agents. After driving 
a few minutes, I noticed we were driving to the highway, 
and I asked where we weregoing. They told me I was being taken 
to Los Angeles to see Hubbard." In regards to the incident 
Tonja 3urden describes, I have personal knowledge. On or 
around December 1977 after Ponja Burden left the RPF and went 
to her parents in Las Vegas, my wife and I went to Las Vegas 
to see Ponja at her home, as my wife and I had been friends 
with Ponja, we were concerned as to her unnanounced 
departure from the Church. When my wife and I arrived at 
Ponja's house we were invited in and spoke with her and her 
mother. My wife and I spoke to Ponja and both of her parents 
several times during the course of that day. Ponja told us 
that it was her intention to leave the Church and we told her 
that she was perfectly free to do so. We also told her that if 
some point in the future she wished to again become associated 
with the Church, that it would be best if she routed out of 
the Church honestly following the administrative policies 
for such matters. Both of Tonja's parents, who had also left 
the Church of Scientology several years earlier agreed with 
this and expressed to Ponja that leaving the Church was best 
done following the administrative policies. Tonja then 
agreed with this and agreed to return to Los Angeles and 
route out of the Church honestly. She packed some clothes 
as she knew it would take several days and got into the car 
with us and left for LA. Tonja fully understood during the 
trip to LA that she was returning to route out of the Church 
honestly. At no time during this trip or prior to it did my 
wife or I stop for coffee, or use any such ploy as going out 
for a cup of coffee in an attempt to take Tonja to LA. 

Neither my wife 
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14.(cont.) nor I stated to'TopJa at any point of our conversation 
with her at her house, enroute to LA or any other time 
that Hubbard wanted to see her or that she was being taken 
to Los Angeles to see Hubbard. 

15- On page 11 of fonja 3urden's affidavit she swears that: 

"in Los Angeles I was locked in a room and forced to 
undergo a'security check'on the E-Meter." I personally 
know that while in Los Angeles Tonja Burden was never 
locked in any room or otherwise confined in any manner. 

I also know that fonja was never forced to undergo a 
security check on the E-Meter or forced' to undergo any 
other activity with or with out the E-l-.eter.During this 
time period while fonja 3urden was in Los Angeles she 
expressed to me that she knew she was doing the right 
thing by routing out of the Church honestly by following 
the Church's administrative policies. 

16. I swear under penalty of perjury that the above statements 
are true to the best of my knowledge and are made entirely 
on my own free will. 



Signed 
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NONDISCLOSURE AND RELEASE 

BOND 


that OaS/JcD /fc/EU l 

(herinafter celled "the 
Obligor*), it held and firmly bound to the Churoh of 
Scion to logy of California (hereinafter calltd "ths Church 1 *), 

* corporation its principal plaot of buainest being Clear¬ 
water, Florida, in tha tun of Tan Thousand Dollars ($10,000*00 
to bs paid to tht said Churah, its executors, administrators, 
or assigns, as liquidated damages and not as a penalty, for 
tha payment of which sum, wall and truly to bs made, tha 
Obligor hereby binds himself, his hairs, extautors, adminis¬ 
trators and assigns firmly by thsse presents. 



WHEREAS 


Obligor; 


AND WHEREAS, Obligor is employed by the Church end is 


receiving 


AND WHEREAS, Obligor wishes to remain in the services 

i 

of tha Church and wishes to continue receiving compensation 
for work rendered by him/her in service of the Church; 


NOW THEREFORE tha above written obligation is con¬ 
ditioned to be void in case the Obligor shall hereafter 


r*S' 



EXHIBIT. 


FOR l-D. 1 * 
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well and truly agree that ha/aha will never disclose any 
information! data* or knowledge he/she hap or will laam 
about, tha organization of the Church* or any of tha Church's 
affiliatad Churches* Mission* or Organizational including 
but not limited to their internal •trueturea * functiona or 

0 

activities* and certain information which maybe orally 
imparted to tha Obligor in tha couraa of hia/har having baan 
or being a staff member of tha Church. The Obligor recog* 
nisei that any information or knowladge gathered Is done ao 
in a relationship of trust and confidence* The Obligor 
recognises that he/aha will have a fiduciary duty to tha 
Church not to reveal any information of any nature which 

r 

might tend to harm* malign• damage• or injure or adversely 
affect the Church in any of its Activities or conduct. 


Inasmuch as the actual damages, which would result from 
a breach of the Obligor of his/her duties under this agree* 
mentt are uncertain and would be impractical or extremely 
difficult to fix* the Obligor promises to pay to the Church 
the above mentioned sum of $10*000«00 t for each such breach* 


f • 


In the event any provision hereof, shall be illegal or 

a • 

unenforcible* then * and in any euch event* the same shall 
not affect the validity of the remaining portion and pro* 
visions hereof. 
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SltUftd *ad g«*l«d this /y °* 
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Duly authorized ajat.t for tha Church 



Obligor 
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